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Preface 


The purpose of this book is to give, with appropriate illustrations, an 
aesthetic of the art of sculpture. Sculpture, as I relate in the course of 
my argument, has always had difficulty in establishing its independence 
as an art, and this has been in some measure due to the lack of any dear 
formulation of the requisite autonomous law5. 

Some of the greatest artists, such as Leonardo, have been the great¬ 
est detractors of sculpture, and until comparatively recently sculptors 
themselves have all too readily submitted to the rale of the archi¬ 
tect or the painter. There have been repeated attempts to establish a 
free sculpture, notably those of Donatello and Michelangelo- but the 
full consciousness of the need for such a liberation came only with 
Rodin. Since Rodins time there has arisen what is virtually a new art— 
a Concept of a piece of sculpture as a three-dimensional mass occupy¬ 
ing space and only to be apprehended by senses that are alive to its 
volume and ponderability^ as well as to its visual appearance. 

“This is what the sculptor must do, writes one of the greatest of 
contemporary sculptors. "He must strive continijally to think of, and 
use, form in its full spatial completeness. He gets the solid shape^ as it 


in 




FDfFACE 


were, inside his head-he thinks of il, whatever its size, as if he were 
holding it completely enclosed in the hollow of his hand. He mentally 
visualizes a complex form from aU rour\d itself; he knows while he looks 
at one side what the other side is like^ he identifies himself with its 
center of gravit}', its mass, its weight; he realizes its volumej as the 
space that the shape displaces in the air.” * 

Such an awareness of the essential nature of the art of sculpture 
has never until our own time been so clearly held and so clearly ex¬ 
pressed. I shall be content if in this book 1 give historical support and 
theoretical extension to such a practical vision.® 1 see the sculpture of 
the past as often approaching and even attaining this independent char¬ 
acter, tlris ideal that only the sculptors of our own time have fully real¬ 
ized. I do not claim that the sculptme of Bodin or Moore is on this 
account "greater” than the sculpture of Donatello or Michelangelo; 
greatness is another question, and not wholly an aesdietic one. 1 claim 
only that the sculptor now has a much clearer conception of the scope 
and methods of his art and is free to develop that art with a purity and 
power that can only make more evident whatever greatness or nobility 
he may possess. 

That the independence of each of the arts is a good thing in itself 
may not be evident, but it is an inevitable condition of the arts within 
OUT civilization. In the past the arts have only occasionally been united, 
and then as great architecture. We have no "operatic” architecture uni¬ 
fying all the plastic arts, such as the Greeks or the people of the Middle 
Ages possessed, and it is doubtful whether ihe technical processes of 

1, Htniy Mmre, ■'Notes cm Scdpturt.' New XtA, IJSS); UsM MolioIy.Naev, 
in Herbttt Road, Henry Moore; Sttilpiute The Neto Virion (Documents of 
aiiif Dfuwingi (2p(J edn.. New YoA. Art; 3rd lev, edn., New YoA, lOiS)- 
1946), p, iL W, R, Valenldiwi, Origins of Mod^ 

a. I do not wish to imply tlut I mi fure (New YoA, 1948}. Andrew Cereiifi 
Ae But to make such an attempt-I have Ritcliie, ia Scuiptttre of the TtBenheih Cen- 
at least Aree piedceeanra: Ciarohi], iury (Miueom of Modem An, New York 
GiediDD-Weldter, Modem fUuHo Art. ti. igSa), gives an eatemive corvey of Ae 
P. Moton Shand (Zurich, 19375 rev, aod "Averse direotiom sotilpture has taJoen in 
enJ. edo. titled Contemporary Sculpture, our Centiny." 
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modeni building, conditioned as they are by machine production, can 
ever produce an architecture capable of accommodadDg the personal 
arts of painting and sculpture. The classical temples and the Gothic 
cathedrals were the creation of individuals, of humanists who could 
naturally ccKiperate with the sculptor and painter on the same level of 
aesthetic sensibihty. The typical modem building is conceived in a 
spirit and with technical methods that call for quite a different human 
component—for an impersonal team of constructive engineers and sci¬ 
entists. The separation of the arts in our modem industrial civilization is 
inevitable, and consequently such arts as sculpture and painting must 
evolve their own aesthetic, as music in its independence has done in the 
past. 


A first outlioe of this book was delivered as the Fierens Fine Art 
Lectures at the University of Hull in the session. I was re^ 

stricted to four lectures and felt that I had not adequately covered 
the subject. When I was invited to give the A. W. Mellon Lectures in 
the Fine Arts, at the National Gallery of Art, in Washington, I recast 
original material, expanding it to six lectures, and these form the 
basis of the text of the present volume. 

I wish to express my thanks to the Senate and Council of die Uni¬ 
versity of Hull, as well as to the A. W. MeDon Lectureship Commit¬ 
tee, for without their patronage the book could never have been written 
or published. My debt to Mr. Huntington Cauns, the secretary of the 
National Gallery, extends far beyond ofiBcial limits; his encouragement 
and enlightenment have been precious to me for many years. To the 
director of the National Gallery, Mr. David F. Finley, to the assistant 
director, Mr. Macgill James, and to Mr. Raymond S. Stites, the curator 
in charge of education, 1 am indebted for much practical help and ad¬ 
vice. 
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Finally, I should like to thank those who made my stay in Wash¬ 
ington such a pleasant experience, above all Mr. and Mrs, Robert Rich- 
man, who extended to me all the material comforts and social delights 
of their home. 

HEnBEUT Read 


Lacin^on, Massachusetts 
Spring, 2SS4 
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THE ART 


OF 

SCULPTURE 




CHAPTER ONE 


* 

The Monument and the Amulet 


It has been (he cu^om in the past-notably, in the sixteenth century— 
to discuss the relative merits of the variotis arts; in particulaTf the arts 
of arcbitectuTe^ painting, and sculpture have been compared and placed 
in an order of nobility that has varied from age to age and from person 
to person. Leonardo thought that painting was the superior art^ whereas 
Michelangelo called sculpture the lantern of painting and between the 
two arts saw as much difference as that betw*een the sim and the moon. 
Michelangelo changed his opmion when Benedetto Varchi pointed out 
to him that things which have the same end are themselves the same^ 
and that as both arts may be presumed to be striving after the identical 
ideal of nobility, they should be judged worthy of equal esteem.^ 

Such a discussion would seem very sophisticated and unreal today. 
The arts do not nov^ compete to express a common ideal; and even if 
they did, nobility would not be its name. Instead, the arts seeh to dis¬ 
tinguish themselves one from another, to preserve boundaries, to rely 
on distinct sensations, to appeal to specialized sensibilities. It is claimed 
that each art lias its proper virtues, determined by the nature of its 

1, aiid MidielangfJii"* AH ed Eliabe^ Gilmore Holt 

diCC^Klble in Wfwory Soorees cf (FrincctflOp i947/» pp* *7®i 193* 
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THE AUT OF SCULPTURE 


tools and materials, and that the faculties engaged by these tools and 
materials are so distinct that the products cannot be usefully compared. 

We may suspect such separatism to be a reSection of our disunited 
society. We may share certain sentiments of hberty or equality, but we 
do not seek to embody them in living forms. We may hold ideals in 
common, but they remain bloodless abstractions. Yet when Michel¬ 
angelo and his contemporaries strove to express ideals of nobility, they 
were dealing not in abstractions but in concrete realities, Nobility to 
them was a characteristic of the human body, and the artist of the Ren¬ 
aissance, following the example of the classical artist, had no other ftiin 
than to crystallize, as It were, the sense of glory in the image of man. 
Classical sculpture, as Hegel said, had conceived "the astounding proj¬ 
ect of making Spirit imagine itself in an exclusively material medium.” ^ 
We now hve in a romantic age, for which only poetry, in Hegel’s 
opinion, is an appropriate art. But the history of art since Hegel’s time 
has not borne out such a view. Rather we may say that painting and 
sculpture have escaped from the idealistic bonds in which Hegel would 
have confined them and have established themselves, equally with po¬ 
etry, as media for the expression of states of sensibility. 

Hegel tried to exclude subjectivity from the art of sculpture. He 
could do so only by excluding all types of sculpture other than the one 
that expressed the classical ideal. A scientific or aesthetic approach such 
as we insist on now cannot accept such a restriction. Instead we should 
begin from our most rudimentary experiences of form—from the merely 
sensational reaction of the human organism to shape as such. The solid¬ 
ity of a form, as it is clearly distinguished in perception, is already a 
sculptural sensation. As the art develops, in history or in the sensuous 
experience of the individual, we may begin to associate with each shape 

G, Wi F. The Fh&om?phu of to Ow image of the hirniaji boiy, see 

Fine Art, tr. F. P. a Osomstnn (LonScm, Adrian Stoker MfcheJangeifl, a Sfudu m 
igso), in, p, 121, For an iBimib^ting ihe Nature of Art (Londchii, 1955). 
of H^chelangelo^s Ideal La f«ktion 
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an idea; we inhabit the shape with our spirit; and finally, if we are art¬ 
ists, we by to realize ideas as specific shapes, to create symbols for our 
mdeterminate feelings—to become conscious, in the forms of art, of the 
dimensions of reality. 

The theoretical aspects of our inquiry will, I hope, become dear 
as we proceed on our empirical path. 1 shall begin by showing with 
what difficulty the art of sculpture established its independence—its 
physical independence as an art separate from its architectural setting, 
and its aethetic independence as an art with its own creative principles, 
its own standards of appreciation. I shall be concerned in this first chap¬ 
ter with a process that may well be described by the biological term 
'■fissionfor in the beginning there was neither architecture nor sculp¬ 
ture, as a distinct art, but an integral form that we should rather call 
the monument. Both architecture and sculpture may be conceived as 
evolving from an original unity, and it is by no means possible to de¬ 
scribe this original entity as essentially architectural or essentially 
sculptural. 

Independent of the monument, there was from the beginning an¬ 
other form of ait that was gradually to merge with sculpture, but that 
had a separate origin and usage and was never confused with the mon¬ 
ument. This was the omtdef—the small, portable charm, worn on the 31,34l 
person as a protection against evil, or as an insurance of fertility. We 
may decide, after reviewing all the evidence, that there is still a case 
for keeping the monument and the amulet in separate aesthetic cate¬ 
gories, but that the specific art of sculpture, an art with its distinct 
aesthetics, comes into existence somewhere between these two extremes 
—as a method of creating an object with the independence of the amu¬ 
let and the effect of the monument. 

If we lock at this original unity from the architectural point of 
view, we must make a further distinction. \\^t we generally conceive 
as constituting archttecture—buildings that can be lived in or worked 
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in or worshiped in, buddings with an inner space—is not essentially 
monumental and probably had a different origin from the monument. 
Foot bamboo posts and a thatch of palm leaves—or, alternatively, the 
[i] more plastic adobe hut, molded by hand from mud and baked in the 
sun—such was the protype of the human dwelling, of the machine-to^ 
live-in. £ut die temple and the cathedral—buildings that in the minds 
of most people usually objectify the art of architecture—had a develops 
ment independent of the dwelling* They evolved from the monument, 
which was originally a solid sculptured object. 

Such a statement is perhaps too positive* The origins of art are 
lost in prehistory, and we must proceed imaginatively, not scientific 
cally, to reconstruct them. Some of Hegel’s theories are worthy of Herodc 
otus, and in this spirit he suggested that the first monuments were 
phallic* “It was in India especiallyhe wrote, “that the worship of the 
energy of generation assumed the exterior shape and significance of the 
organs of sex. Enormous columnar images were in this respect raised 
of stone as massive as towers and broadening out at the base. Originally 
they w'ere themselves independently the aim and objects of such wor¬ 
ship; only at a later time it became customary to make openings and 
hollow chambers vrithin them and deposit in these divine images, a 
custom which was maintained in the Hermes figures of the Greeks, lit¬ 
tle temple shrines that could be carried. The point of departure, how¬ 
ever, in India was the phallus pillars, which had no such hollows, and 
which only at a later date were divided into a shell and kernel, growing 
thus into pagodas. For the genuine Indian pagodas, which should be 
distinguished essentially from later Mohammedan or other imitations, 
do not originate in the form of the dwelling, but are narrow and lofty, 
and receive their fundamental type from these columnar constructions.’* ® 

A glance at some of the architectural monuments of the Far East 
will confirm this theory. In its whole conception, the Chinese pagoda 

3. Ibid., m, 39*^0. 
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ts sculptural—not only in its details, but as an isolated mass. The Indian 
temples, whether single blocks or complex groups of buildings, are 
even more strikingly sculptural in conception and execution—for ex¬ 
ample, the Rajrani Temple at Bhuvaneshvara. The sculptural signifi- [2] 
cance of architecture is, of course, still more obvious in those 
remarkable temples and monasteries which are carved out of solid rock, 
such as the cave temples of Ajanta or the Kailasanatha at E^ora, elab- [3] 
orate constructions that are sculptured mountains.* 

As we turn westward, the monument gives way to the sarcophagus, 
the •'flesh-consuming'’ stone. Already in Paleolithic times the disposal of 
the dead had assumed far greater importance than the shelter of the 
living, and the origins of architecture, in Egypt, Mesopotamia, and 
Greece, are to be sought in the tombs, catacombs, and labyrinths asso¬ 
ciated with various burial cults. The first tombs were natural caves or 
the space at the entrance of these caves. Later, tombs were excavated 
out of tlie solid rockj and, where suitable cMs did not exist, what were 
in effect artificial mass^ of rock were made, with tomb chambers 
within. Thus tbe pyramid was evolved- The desire to record events in [4] 
the life of the deceased led to the decoration of such tombs, by carved 
reliefs or mural paintings. At Giza tbe reliefs on one of the earliest 
rock-cut tombs include a reproduction of the actual dwelling of the 
deceased, a simple hut of pahn tree trunks and turfed roof. 

The temple in our Western sense of the term has a different ori^. 

It w-as the god house. In the early animistic religions, a god might be 
housed in some prominent natural object, such as an outstanding rock, 

4 . The Lidjan uwitvinent was often a. simplv stsuding as a memorial. In tlia 
de^'etopment of tbe gnve moiiod of stiipa, isatirse of tln! Jtibaequent centu^te 
especial^ in the early Buddhisl period stupt devdnped s-arioiHly. partieiilMly frt- 
OL Heinrich Zimmer, Tfie ^ of IndUin lowing the spread of Bn^ian througji- 
AHa (BolUnfen Series XXXlXi New yorii, onl Aria, but In ib Mrliest knowu 
19SS>P I. 6: “By Asnita'* time it flhe amplea, at Bharhut and Saiichl the form 
Stupal had become tmnsfonned into a was that of a moun^c centia] stnieture 
shrine, either ornitaining ashes or relics, or nuroimded by a minng with somptuously 

carved gates. 
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and the first altars were stones. The next stage in the evolution of the 
temple is illustrated vividly in the twenty-eighth chapter of Genesis, 
where it is related that Jacob ' went out from Beer-sheba, and went to¬ 
ward Haran. And he lighted upon a certain place, and tarried there all 
night, because the sun was set; and he took of the stones of that place, 
and put them for his pillows, and lay down in that place to sleep." 
While he slept, he had his dream of a ladder set up in that place where 
he lay, with its top reaching to heaven, and “the angels of God ascend¬ 
ing and descending on it. The rest of his vision does not concern us 
now, but we note that when Jacob awaked out of his sleep, he was 
ahraid and said: How dreadful is this place! This is none other but the 
house of God, and this is the gate of heaven. And Jacob rose up early 
in the morning, and took the stone that he had put for his pillows, and 
set it up for a pillar, and poured oil upon the top of it.” After naming 
the place and making his vows, he declared; '*And this stone, which I 
have set for a pillar, shall be God's bouse.” Such was the origin of the 
sacred pillar at Beth-el, the prototype of the Jewish temple. 

[6, agl When, at a later stage in his religious development, man began to 
make graven images of his God, he hollowed out the maasebah or stone 
pillar and placed an image inside. The whole notion of the temple, as 
it originates in the Near East, is of a monolithic structure enclosing an 
image of the deity, like a shell enclosing a kernel. The sheU was grad- 
uaUy enlarged to accommodate a lock altar for the sacrifices to the god 
and an image of the god himself, but the interior of such a temple 
was always conceived as arcane and inaccessible and the structure it¬ 
self as monohthic. 

The Greek temple had the same kind of origin: the Doric temple 
is a stone shelter for an image of a god, with just space enough for that 
[7] image and for an altar. The Parthenon itself was no more, though the 
image had grown gigantic and there was more space for the altar and 
the ceremonial sacrifices, Architecturally the controlling impulse was 
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still toward the moaolithic block, and we may suppose that this impulse 
is responsible for that harmonization of parts to the whole, that inte¬ 
gration of multiphdty to unity, which is the fundamental charaeteristic 
of classical Greek architecture. 

Like the Indian temple, the Greek temple is essentially a plastic 
conception, constructed as if carved out of rock. Pacstum and Segesta— 
what are these monuments but sublime pieces of abstract sculpture? 
But naturalistic sculpture was also present, tucked away in the metopes 
and gables^ What function has such sculpture in the otherwise mono¬ 
lithic structure of the Doric temple? 

In genetic terms* it can be regarded as a vestige of the mural dec¬ 
oration of earlier tombs. At some point in the history of architecture 
the concept of the tomb and the concept of the temple were merged, 
and the temple took over some of the features of the tomb. The pillar 
was combined with the cavej if the pillars already carried a graven 
image (as we know from the Bible they did)^ then once the pillars had 
assumed the burden of the temple roof, it would be natural to transfer 
the graven image to the gable or metope. These sculptures may origi¬ 
nally have had a very precise function* of a protective or perhaps of a 
minatory character^ later* they became merely ornamental.®^ 

For our present discussion it is not important to elaborate on this 
evolutionary process, which begins with the consummated union of 
sculpture and architecture. We seek to know under what conditions 
that marriage can be a happy one;^ what compromises have to be made 
by each party to the unionj and under what circumstances a sepamtion 
is to be recommended. 

If we conceive the original integral mommient as being gradually 
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blown Up or stretched out to mate room inside for the image of the god 
and for ritual ceremonies, we can see that a spatial problem woiJd arise 
on the outside of the monument Either this extra space must be oov* 
ered with more and more figures, more or less unified in Cfoneeption— 
as in Indian architecture—or the sculpture must shrink into niches and 
paneb, leaving the walb as blank, undecorated surfaces. A bifurcation 
in the hbtory of architecture then takes place, one direction determined 
by the predominance of the constructive intellect and leading to the 
classical tradition, the other direction determined by the predominance 
of plastic sensibility and leading to the oriental and Gothic traditions. 
We refer, in each case, to a predominant effect: there b no architecture 
without some degree of calculation, and no architecture b an art unless 
it engages our sensibility, as plastic expression. Still, the stress b alw-ays 
there-the conflict, in simplest teims, between form and decoration, be¬ 
tween function and aesthetic effect. It b always possible, however, to 
suggest that fundamentally two types of sensibility are involved-a 
sensibility on the one hand that prefers geometric and inorganic forms, 
and a sensibility on the other hand that prefers naturalbtic and organic 
foTTOS, We have here Worringer's well-known distinction between ab¬ 
straction and empathy * 

Even so we must be careful to make a distinction, which Worringer 
himself b careful to make, between a vital and a dead type of abstrac- 
tioD. One cannot too often a£ 5 rm that foims purely intellectual in their 
conception or origin are capable of affecting the aesthetic sensibilities. 
We must always be prepared to acknowledge the truth of Holderlin's 
great affirmation, that he who has most deeply thought has also most 
vitally felt.* Thought in ib intuitive aspects b an animating principle; 
and the tectonic of the Greeks,” as Worringer has pointed out, “con- 
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sists in the animation of stone, i.e. an organic life is substituted for 
stone. That which is conditioned by the construction is subordinated to 
a higher organic idea, which takes possession of the whole from within 
outward and imparts to the laws of matter an organic illumination." 
This movement, Worringer goes on to say, "was already foreshadowed 
in the construction of the Doric temple, whose inner constitution is 
otherwise still purely abstract. In the Ionic temple and the architectural 
development ensuing upon it, the purely constructional skeleton, which 
is based solely upon the laws of matter, that is to say, upon the relation¬ 
ship between load and carrying power, etc., was guided over into the 
more friendly and agreeable life of the organic, and purely mechanical 
functions became organic in their effect. The criterion of the organic 
is always the harmonious, the balanced, the inwardly calm, into whose 
movement and rhythm we can without difficulty Bow- wdth the vital 
sensation of our own organisms;"* In absolute antitbesis to the Greek 
idea of architecture we have the Egyptian pyramid, which “calls a halt 
Co our empathy impulse and presents itself to us as a purely crystaUine, 
abstract construct"' 

Sculpture, therefore, is not strictly necessary to the humanization 
or animation of architecture^ vital sensations need not necessarily be 
embodied in illustrative figures, in models drawn from nature—a prin¬ 
ciple we have had to reaffirm in our own times in defense of abstract 
painting and sculpture as well as modem architecture. In spite of the 
possible vitality of geometrical constructions, however, there exist pow¬ 
erful psychological tendencies the final effect of which is to destroy the 
crystalline integrity of geometrical constructions. The most powerful 
impulse in the dUsintegration of the classical ideal of construction was, 
as Bjegl w^as the first to demonstrate, the subjective need for expressive 
space: for space itself as a significant symbol.^ The outer structure of 
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buildings had to conform to this inner need—had to support and reflect 
those essentially interior concepts of the dome and the vault that had 
first given rise to a consciousness of space as such. This distention of the 
interior destroyed the simple rectangular structure of column and archi¬ 
trave, elements that had lent themselves to great refinements of har¬ 
mony and proportion in Greek architecture: the Doric and Ionic mel¬ 
odies, as subtle and as abstract as music. This orchestration, in which 
sculpture might play a part-might come in with the right effect at the 
right moment, like the human voice in Beethoven s Ninth Symphony— 
included every external aspect of the temple. But once the creative 
spirit had moved inside the building, all this music, this orchestration, 
moved in too. The very columns, the pxxrpose of which had been to give 
aesthetic vitality to the exterior walls, moved in and became the pillars 
[lo] of the nave in the Christian basilica. The exterior of the basilica might 
be, and often was, a shell, an uuadoroed stone box, as angular as the 
pyramids, but at first far less impressive, because it was not consciously 
conceived as a sculptural mass. 

Sculpture was then reunited to architecture as an alleviation of 
this external severity. There is an exceUent description of this transi¬ 
tional process—as of much else that is relevant to our theme—in Bus¬ 
kin's Stones of Venice. He is discussing some of the details of the Ducal 
Palace and observes that, as the building was very nearly square on the 
ground plan, "a peculiar prominence and importance were given to its 
angles, which rendered it necessary that they should be enriched and 
softened by sculpture. I do not suppose that the fitness of this arrange¬ 
ment will be questioned; but if the reader will take the pains to glance 
[laa] over any series of engraving? of church towers or other foursquare 
buildings in which great refinement of form has been attained, he will 
at once observe how their effect depends on some modification of the 
sharpness of the angle, either by groups of buttresses, or by turrets and 
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niches rich in sculpture. It is to be noted also that this principle of 
breaking the angle is peculiarly Gothic, arising partly out of the neces¬ 
sity of strengthening the flanks of enormous buildings, where composed 
of imperfect materials, by buttress^ or pinnacles; partly out of the 
conditions of Gothic warfare, which generally required a tower at the 
angle; partly out of the natural dislike of the meagreness of effect in 
buildings which admitted large surfaces of wall, if the angle were en¬ 
tirely unrelieved. The Ducal Palace, in its acknowledgment of this prin¬ 
ciple, makes a more deflnite conce^ion to the Gothic spirit than any of 
the previous architecture of Venice. No angle, up to the tirne of its erec¬ 
tion, had been otherwise decorated than by a narrow fluted pilaster of 
red marble, and the sculpture was reserved always, as in Greek and 
Roman work, for the plane surfaces of the building. * 

Ruskin asserts as a pnncipte that, if architecture requires large sur¬ 
faces of undecorated walls, then the angles of the building must be 
“softened” by sculpture. The aesthetic purpose of this softening process 
is, according to Ruskin, to avoid a “meagemess of effect produced by 
severely rectangular wall surfaces, and the Ducal Palace is given as an 
example of a building that “throws the main decoration upon its angles." 

Our contemporary sensibihty is so different in this respect that we 
may question the argument, corresponding as it does to what we now 
regard as a quaint preference for the deckle edge in books and writing 
paper. In a Gothic building of a more elaborate nature the typical 
cathedral with its fretted towers and pinnac!es-not only are the angles 
or edges of the rectangular surfaces softened by sculpture, but every 
suggestion of the foursquare block disappears until the spectator is left 
with the plastic monument once more, with architecture conceived as 
integral sculpture. 


9. John Hu^kio, The of Ventof, 

11 (The vHi, 31- Sw Worh, 

ed. E. T, Cook aod Alciiujdw W'edder- 


buni (Loadioo and Yorft, t9a4)r 
356-57; an Ttfs. ta Hudcm me froo this 
edn. 


tl2i] 


13 


T8E ABT OF SCOLPTOHE 


Nevertheless the more the building itself, as a unity, becomes 
sculptural, the less the detail of it is sculpture, Rusldn, in another part 
of The Stones of Venice, recognized this paradox, *‘If, to produce a good 
or beautiful ornament, it were only necessary to produce a perfect piece 
of sculpture, and if a well^cut group of flowers or animals were indeed 
an omament wherever it might be placed, the work of the architect 
would be comparatively easy. Sculpture and architecture would be¬ 
come separate arlst and the architect would order so many pieces of 
such subject and size as he needed, without troubling himself with any 
questions but those of disposition and proportion. But this is not so. 
No perfect piece either of painting or sculpture is an architectural omn- 
ment at aU, except in that vague sense in which any beautiful thing is 
said to omament the place it is in. , . . And so far from the perfection 
of the work conducing to its ornamental purpose, we may say, with 
entire security, that its perfection, in some degree, unflts it for its pur¬ 
pose, and that no absolutely complete sculpture can be decoratively 
ri^t,” “ Rusldn spends the rest of a very interesting chapter in flow¬ 
ing how sculpture is fitted for its architectural purpose by what would 
be faults and deficiencies If it bad no special duty. 

We might regard the matter as settled by these magisterial sen¬ 
tences but for a suspicion that some at least of the imperfections which 
Ruskin admitted into sculpture as admirable for the purpose of archi¬ 
tectural omam^t have by now become qualities we admire in sculp¬ 
ture itself. One of the puzzles of architectural sculpture has always 
been to know from what distance the sculpture should be viewed. It is 
foolish, as Ruskin says, ’'to carve what is to be seen forty feet off with 
the delicacy which the eye demands within two yards; not merely be¬ 
cause such delicacy is lost in the distance, but because it is a great deal 
worse than lost—the delicate work has actually worse effect in the dis- 
lo. The Stoncf of Veaica, 1 (Th« Fouadationt}, nd, 3 (Wedbt, IX, SB4), 
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taoce than rough work*” " We know, from stmoving documents no less 
than from an examination of the work itself, how carefully medieval 
and Renaissance sculpture adapted their style to an ideal distance and 
a line of vision from that distance. Apart from rough cutting, which 
gives a stony texture to the distant eye, there are two principles at 
work, which Ruskin called Simplification and Emphasis. Simplification 
involves "the rejection of all the delicate passages as worse th an useless, 
and the fixing the thought upon the anangemeiit of the features which 
will remain visible far away ... by choice of different subjects for dif¬ 
ferent places, choosing the broadest forms for the farthest distance, it 
is possible to give the impression, not only of perfection, but of an 
exquisite delicacy, to the most distant ornament.*' Similarly, Emphasis 
—or energy, as Ruskin also calls it, “the mmatural insisting upon ex¬ 
planatory lines"—will make the subject intelligible at a distance from 
which accuracy \vouM give the effect of confusion.^* 

These principles are theoretically very convincing, and the sculp¬ 
tors* practical adaptations, which Ruskin regarded as faults and defi¬ 
ciencies imposed on the art of sculpture, did accommodate sculpture 
to the architectural complex; they unified the details vrith the mass. It 
is, therefore, disconcerting to find that many of these architectural 
sculptures, detached from their setting and placed in some museum at 
eye level, immediately strike us as among the noblest works ever con¬ 
ceived in this medium. One may cite as examples the magnificent fig¬ 
ures by Giovanni Pisano, now in the Museo San Matteo in Pisa, which 
formerly were part of the external decoradon of the Baptistery; or in 
York, the sdU more impressive figures of the prophets and evangelists [24125] 
from St, Mary’s Abbey, now in the Yorkshire Museum. There are thou¬ 
sands of such pieces of sculpture, which owe their immediate aesthetic 
appeal to those qualities of simplicity and significant emphasis that 
11, Ibid., I, loi, ai [Workf, JX, ^97-08}. rs. Ibid., I, xb, 15 (IX, agaj. 
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were dictsted by architectural consi derations. Any typical piece of con¬ 
temporary sculpture, oot conceived for a distant location or even for a 
contemporary architectural setting, will proudly display these 
qualities of simplicity and significant emphasis; Henry Moores 
[200, aoi] Madonfw and Ckdd at Northampton, England, is an example.^* 

A real dilemma is thus presented to us, which we can resolve in 
two ways. We can say that a specific aesthetic quality arises from the 
external necessities imposed by an architectural setting on the sculp¬ 
tor: a discipline of limitations that communicates an aesthetic thr ill, the 
thrill of formal difficulties triumphantly overcome. Or we can say that 
the qualities of simplicity and emphasis appropriate to architectural 
sculpture are in themselves of positive aesthetic value, irrespective of 
their arcliitectural function, and that sculpture is all the better, other 
things being equal, for having these qualities imposed on it. Ruskin 
might have admitted the former argument. At any rate, he admitted 
that physical limitation is one of the first necessities of good ornament. 
This does not consist, he says, "in the mere shutting of the ornament 
into a certain space, but in the acknowledgment the ornament of the 
fitness of the limitation;~of its own perfect willingness to submit to it; 
nay, of a predisposition in itself to fall into the ordained form, without 
any direct expression of the command to do so; an anticipation of the 
authority, and an instant and willing submission to it, in every fibre 
and spray; not merely 14'iWing, but happy submission, as being pleased 
rather than vexed to have so beautiful a law suggested to it and one 
which to follow is so Justly in accordance with its own nature." Ruskin 
proceeds with an illustration that I must quote, because it so perfectly 
explains the significance of form in art: "You must not cut out a branch 
of hawthorn as it grows, and rule a triangle round it. and suppose that 
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It is th6E submitted to law. Not a bit of It. It is only put in a cage, and 
wiU look as if it must get out, for its life, or wither in the confinement. 

But the spirit of triangle must be put into the bawthom. It must suck in 
isoscelesistn with its sap. Thom and blossom, leaf and spray, must grow 
with an awful sense of triangular necessity upon them, for the guidance [13) 

of which they are to be thankful, and to grow ah the stronger and more 
gloriously,*' ’* 

Such a quality of formal “necessity,'’ although it would seem to 
arise from the subordination of sculptural detail to architectural unity, 
may nevertheless have a value independent of its architectural setting. 

If we transfer this quaUty, along with the virtues of simplicity and 
emphasis that have been dictated by another external consideration or 
limitation, that of distance, to sculpture conceived in the round-like an 
amulet, but an amulet enlarged to some convenient yet still portable 
size-we have a work of art with many distinct aesthetic virtues. What 
then is left that Rusfcin or any other philosopher of art might consider 
necessary for the perfect piece of sculpture? 

Obviously, if Huskin Is to be held to a logical argument, he must 
be answered by one based on some antithesis to simplicity and empha¬ 
sis-one based on elaboration, therefore, and delicacy. When in his 
Lectures on .Art Ruslcin directly enunciates the “main principles of good 
sculpture," he gives two; "first, that its masters think before all other 
matters of the right placing of masses; secondly, that they give life by 
flexure of surface, not by quantity of detail," Neither of these principles 
confiicts with the virtues of simplicity and emphasis, but in explaining 
the second one, Ruskin becomes more specific and explains that "From 
the Elgin Marbles down to the lightest tendril that curls round a capital 
in the thirteenth century, every piece of stone that has been touched by 
the hand of a master becomes soft with under-life, not resembling 
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nature merely in skm-texture, nor in fibres of leaf, or veins of fleshy but in 
the broad, tender, unspeakably subtle undulation of its organic form." “ 
I am not trying to find an inner oontradictiO'O in Ruskins argument. 
Even here, however, when he is giving us the specifi^c quahties that dis¬ 
tinguish sculpture from the other arts, he takes his examples from archi¬ 
tectural sculpture—examples illustrating the ineffable subtlety of its 
flexure. Elaboration of detail he dismisses as unworthy of the art. As 
for smoothness of finish, which remains as one po^ible quality inappro¬ 
priate to architectural sculpture but perhaps desirable in independent 
sculpture, a footnote on Canova is decisive: “The admiration of Canova 
I hold to be one of the most deadly symptoms in the civilization of the 
upper classes in the present century.” ** 

We seem driven to the conclusion, therefore, that there is no sepa¬ 
rate species of sculpture which is specifically architectural. When 
Huskin says that "no perfect piece , . , of . ., sculpture is an architec¬ 
tural omameut at all," he is making use of two ambiguous words. When 
he qualifies sculpture as "perfect," he does not mean aesthetically per¬ 
fect, but rather “conceived in complete isolation"; and when he uses 
the word "ornament," he is not seeing the sculpture as such but as a 
part of an architectural unity undifferentiated and unfocused. Often 
enough, sculpture is scamped in its architectural uses, conceived as 
mere space filling or surface fretting, botched by masons without any 
force or feeling. Then it is one weakness in the building and probably 
not the only one. Limitation and subordination promote aesthetic enm- 
pensations, however, and there are details of form and composition that 
w'e may study with great profit, as Ruskin studied them, in the carved 
capitals of Romanesque and Gothic architecture. 

The Romanesque basilica is of particular interest because it may 
be said to represent the perfect marriage of architecture and sculpture. 

15. Letfaift (M Art, vj. lee (Wa'L, 16. The Sionei of Venjf«, I, «, 11 
XX, 160-61), {W0rl$, IX. 360). 
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Here architecture is no longer a sculptural complex, as in Chinese or 
Indian or Gothic architecture; sculpture is no longer a subordinate 
ornament, as in Greek or modem architecture. How this perfect accord 
came about, to last only about a century and a half, is hard to explains 
it was a happy miracte. The Church had taken over the classical temple 
with its perfunctory ornament, and in their structure and external 
appearance, its new buildings were sometimes little more than bams. 
Eastward from Rome, at Ravenna and in Syria and Greece, developed 
the specifically Byzantine style, in which sculpture remained strictly 
subordinate to architecture and merely ornamental in function. North¬ 
ward from Rome, in Lombardy, France, Spain, and England, developed 
the style that we call Romanesque. In this style, when it had fully devel¬ 
oped, sculpture was no longer a subordinate ornament but a separate 
art admitted into equal association with the architecture. This develop¬ 
ment was no doubt due to the imperious need felt by a missionary 
church for pictorial or figurative illustration of its doctrines. The sculp¬ 
ture of the period thus has its parallels in illuminated manuscripts and 
metalwork and in the glass painting that was an original creation of 
this time. For the decorative the Romanesque church-builders substi¬ 
tuted the didactic, and the results include some of the supreme master¬ 
pieces of the art of sculpture. 

Two architectural features lent themselves to this didactic purpose: 
over the doorway to the church, the lintel to which all newcomers lifted 
their eyes as they entered the building; and, inserted at points where 
the superimposed weight of the roof met the upthrust of walls and 
columns, the capitals of the columns, which also marked the points 
where visual perceptioo automatically came to rest. Wlien the doorway 
became arched, the lintel panel was included within the semicircle 
of the arch and became the carved tympanum, of which fine examples 
remain at Malmesbury and Ely- The elaboration of the porch, by the [^SPj 
carving of the keystone and jambs, followed as a natural development 
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and led eventually to the elaborate sculptural porches of the early 
Gothic period. By then the architecture was beginning to absorb the 
sculpture into its integrated sculptural mass, and the sculpture gradu^ 
ally lost its separate entity. 

The Romanesque capital still retains its architectonic hmction, as 
[14,156] transitional member between the column and the architrave; but essen* 
tially it has become a field for relief sculpture—four contiguous panels 
that can be rounded into one continuous truncated inverted cone. Some 
very pretty problems of composition ensue in the carving of both capi¬ 
tal and tympanum. The problem set by the tympanum is relatively 
Simple, because a single isolated plane is involved: it is a problem of 
[ l 6, 19] adapting the elements of the composition to a semicircular space. One 
subject was peculiarly fitted for such a shape—Christ in glory—and one 
finds this subject in the cathedrals of Rochester, Barfreston, and £Jy 
in England and in many Romanesque churches in France—at V^zelay, 
[17] Moissac, and, of course, Chartres. The Romanesque sculpture exercised 
considerable ingenuity in fitting other and most inconvenient subjects 
to this pre-ordained space—for example, the six Apostles enthroned at 
tiS] Malmesbury are, with difficulty and by the help of the angel above 
them, made to fit into the semicircular space of the tympanum. To take 
another example, the subject of the Last Supper, which is easily fitted 
into a rectangular lintel, may be ingeniously distorted to fit into the 
semicircular space of the tympanum, as above the west entrance to 
the church at Cbarlieu in the Loire, 

We need not refer to the compositional niceties imposed on the 
sculptor of the capital. In general, his problems are those of the sculptor 
of a relief, although his field is fan-shaped rather than rectangular. Also 
its plane is often convex, as in the Doric capital, or concave, as in the 
Corinthian capital, but it may be fiat. Ruskin has discussed the princi¬ 
ples of decoration in relation to the form of the capital with a detail 
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that JeEves onthing to be saJd.^^ One point that he does not mahe is 
important from the sculptor’s point of view: the surface of the capital 
is 50 inclined, as a consequence of its bransiUonal function, that the 
plane it presents to the spectator is roughly at right angles to the line 
of vision. It follows that those distortions that have to be introduced 
into sculpture that is placed at a height and is parallel to the perpen¬ 
dicular wall of the building in order to adapt it to an acute angle 
of vision are no longer necessary. Generally the spectator looks at and 
into the carv'ed capital at a correct angle of vision, thou^ naturally 
there is still a fixed point at which the angle of vision is geometrically 
exact. 

The relief on these Romanesque capitals is usually deep; some- 1 14] 
times the figures are almost detached from their ground. Dictated no 
doubt by the dimness of the interior of the Romanesque church, this 
feature is an example of the adaptation of sculpture to the impact of 
light that will be a subject for separate consideration in Chapter VI. 

For a relatively brief period—perhaps for no more than the twelfth 
century—sculpture asserted itself as an independent art in dose associa¬ 
tion with architecture. In all these twelfth-century Romanesque ba¬ 
silicas, the unadorned wall-surfaces also have their independent aes¬ 
thetic function. The uniqueness of the Romanesque church lies in the 
perfect balance established and maintained between a figurative sculp 
ture and a geometrical harmony of plain surfaces; an interplay of illus¬ 
tration and abstraction. Now that in our own time we once more 
delight in an architecture of plain surfaces and abstract harmonies, we 
may speculate whether we should not turn to this Romanesque proto¬ 
type to help us to solve the problem of the relation of modem sculpture 
to modem architecture. 

We no longer have tympanums above our functional doorways, 

17. Ths S^onef of Veoict, I, nvii (Wiwfcs, IX, 
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and our columns, if they exist at aU, are usuaJly of steel and usually 
embedded in the walls or partitians. The typical modem building ofifers 
to the sculptor nothing but p lain surfaces, and the building that usually 
serves as the ideal prototype of modem architecture offers nothing but 
a harmony of plain surfaces that the sculptor may imperil with his in¬ 
crustations. This factor mahes the modem problem more difficult than 
the Komanesque problem, but it so happens that the leading sculptor in 
England, Henry Moore, was recently asked to solve it. It was proposed 
[ii] for him to add sculptural decorations to the severely functional building 
that hoiised the Time-Life offices in Bond Street, London. He worked 
in close association with the architect, and it was agreed that the main 
structure, an uncompromisingly geometrical expression of its adminis¬ 
trative functions, offered no foothold for sculpture of any kind. On its 
Bond Street elevation, however, the fa^de of the building has two 
levels, and behind the lower level is a terrace with access to a mezza¬ 
nine floor in the higher part of the building, A screen or free-standing 
wall designed to enclose the terrace offered the necessary scope for the 
sculptor. A blank waff, in this particular situation, and in relation to 
the building as a whole, would have been empty of interest. 

Could this wall be so treated by the sculptor tbat it asserted itself 
as sculpture and yet remained in harmony with the architecture? When 
submitting his maquettes to the architect, the sculptor sent an accom¬ 
panying letter in which he stated his case: "I have tried to use the fact 
that it is only a screen with space behind it, therefore a sculpture that 
can be pierced and so be of interest from both sides and also give an 
interesting penetration of ffgbt. I had your perspective sketch by the 
side of me as I did each of them, and my aim was to give a rhythm to 
the spacing and sizes of the sculptural motives which should be in bar- 
money with your architecture, so that the sculpture could really have 
some proper relationship to the building, for it seems to me that a 
portrayal of some pictorial scene in that position would have no con- 
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nection with your huilding and would only seem like hengiDg up a 
stone picture there, like using the position es a hoarding lor sticking 
up a stone poster... 

This letter illustrates the peculiar difficulties that face the modem 
sculptor when he is asked to co-operate with a modem architect. To 
hang a stone picture on the building was exactly what the Romanesque 
sculptor did, and the pictorial scene he wrought was relevant to the 
function of the budding. His problem was to hang a picture in the right 
place without detracting from the monumental effect of the Sat sur¬ 
faces of the structure. He achieved this effect by carving into the walls 
rather than by hanging a carving onto the walls, and this is what 
Henry Moore has done. His carvings do not interfere with the archi¬ 
tect s systematic use of &t surfaces. By actually piercing the screen so 
that light shows through it, he even has avoided the effect of a second 
plane. The sculpture is suspended in the prime, architectural plane and 
thus is completely integrated. 

That Moore, whose recent work has been predominantly figurative, 
should have had recourse to abstraction for these particular motives is 
again evidence of his perfect understanding of the problem involved. 
There is no possible accord between a functional architecture and a 
nahiralijitie oroameot—one may just as well imagine that the pyramids 
will be improved by the addition of a few giargoyles. The modem 
architect loves the foursquaredness of his foursquare buildings, and will 
by no means tolerate his angles* being “softened by sculpture," even 
by abstract sculpture. Modem functional architecture and modem 
sculpture, we must conclude, can be married only by geometrical 
law, and even then the union must not contravene the iotegral monu- 
mentaUty of the building. 

The question remains: do the adaptations and sacrifices made by 
the sculptor for the sake of architectural unity destroy the sculptural 
integrity of his work? Must we end by reaffinning the truth of Rusldn's 
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assertion that "no perfect piece either of paiatisg or sculpture is an 
architectural oiuament at aU,” because "the especial condition of true 
omameut is, that it be beautiful in its place, and nowhere else”? The 
implication is that perfection of form in one art is incompatible with 
perfection of form in another art. Logically this condusion ^nuld seem 
to be true, for the premises of every art are distkict, determined by 
separate materials, separate processes, separate senses. At best, therefore, 
we have a synthesis of two arts that, while it destroys the integrity of 
each, creates a new unity greater than either. The Greek temple, the 
Homansque basilica, the Gothic cathedral, the modem functional build¬ 
ing: these are rather to be considered as complex monuments, opera 
that combine the elements of two or more distinct arts into a synoptic 
structure for whidi we must seek separate laws of conception and 
comprehension. In their perfected development these arts meet in a 
common element, one to enclose space, the other to occupy it. Such an 
opposition can be fully resolved only in a unity that abolishes the 
distinction. 

That unity we call the monument, an ambiguous word that may 
sometimes mean architecture, at other times sculpture. Its very am¬ 
biguity indicates that a distinction been abolished, that in the 
dialectics of art thesis and antithesis have been reconciled in a new 
synthesis. We found such a synthesis in the origin of these arts, and 
1 believe that we are working toward another synthesis at the present 
time. No synthesis is stable, however, unless it is based on a dear 
understanding of the terms involved. It will be my endeavor, in the 
succeeding chapters of this volume, to establish the limitations and 
essential qualities of one of these terms, the art of sculpture. I am going 
next to suggest that these limitations and qualities are determined by 
the manageable dimensions and direct tactility of the amulet. Only 
as it engages a distinct and special range of sensibility does the art of 
sculpture reveal its full splendor. 
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CHAPTER TWO 


The Image of Man 


If we look through air jUustiated book devoted to the history of sculp¬ 
ture, or if we walk through the galleries of sculpture io some great 
museum, we are immediately struck by the surpnsing fact at least 
niue-teuths of all the sculpture ever carved is devoted to one subject— 
the human body. I call this feet surprising, but what is perhaps more 
surprising is that the average visitor is not surprised. He has established 
a conventioiial asisociation between sculpture and the human body, and 
he reserves his surprise, if he experiences any in an art gallery, for 
sculpture that ignores the human body. It is true that we also accept 
the sculpture of animals as a conventional category of secondary inter¬ 
est; but though they have been occasionally attempted, we do not 
expect to see sculptural representatioiis of landscape and stiU life, which 
axe normal subjects for the art of painting. Only in comparatively re¬ 
cent times has sculpture been conceived as an art capable of creating 
three-dimensional forms irrespective of subject 

To make a first approach to the aesthetics of sculpture with a con¬ 
sideration of the subject matter of the art is perhaps an arbitrary pro¬ 
ceeding. I think we shall find, however, that the development of the 
sculptural representation of the human body, considered purely as the 
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representation of that particular subject, plunges us directly into aes¬ 
thetic problems peculiar to the art of sculpture. Initially we may specu¬ 
late on the probable reasons for the sculptor’s almost exclusive coocem 
for tbe representation of his own species. 

As is well known, ait began, in prehistoric times, with a different 
prejudice^with an almost exclusive concern for the depiction of ani¬ 
mals—and it is generally assumed that this prejudice was connected 
with prehistoric man's dependence on animals as his food- The draw¬ 
ings in the cav^ almost certainly had a function in magical rites de¬ 
signed to assure successful hunting or, in certain cases, connected with 
fertility. The rare examples of human Teprescntatioo in Paleolithic ait 
are of males participating in hunting scenes or of females who, because 
they are represented as pregnant, may reasonably be associate with 
fertility lites.^ The male representations are, with one or two excep¬ 
tions, all drawings; the female representations aU sculptures. The fact 
that some of the surviving sculptures are detached, transportable amu¬ 
lets, of small size and often of perishable materials such as wood, ivory, 
bone, steatite, and chalk, may partly account for the apparent predomi¬ 
nance of aniTnat representations in prehistoric art. The human sculp¬ 
tures may largely have disappeared; at any rate, the animals drawings 
remain in undisputed possession of the prehistoric caves. 

It used to be assumed that sculpture was the origuial art of pre¬ 
historic man and that drawing and painting were much later acquisi¬ 
tions.* This view was based on the erroneous idea that sculpture in¬ 
volved a much simpler process of reproduction thaTi drawing—the idea 

1 . An slab hxyta Laussel rep- Spanish Levant*'* In Jchannes Xtaiinger 

reseiau a man apparently thrtawing a and Hims-G^cg BandJ, Art £n iFu f 
^velin; in H. BretiO, Four Hundred Cen- (New York* 1953)^ Bg. 

of Com Art, tr. Maiy E. Boyl^ i The view g£>es bock to a Frendi 
(Montlgiw, Fr 4 n«^ 1 - 953 )^ 3i8- Fe- aixLqcologist called Plette, and was ef- 

inflks are Jiapietmici depict^ in the Fectivdy demDlished by G. H. Laqii«t, 
Faleolithicr rode palntfngs in Spain—e.g., L'Art et k rdigfon lutmmos foti^ 
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that modeling ot caiving in the round was a process of direct imitation, 
whereas drawing or painting required the translation of three-dimen- 
siona] experience into two-dimensional abstraction. Nothing could be 
farther from the psychological facts. Volume, the notion of a three- 
dimensional mass, is not given by direct visual perception. We see ob¬ 
jects from several points of view and retain one particular and signifi¬ 
cant aspect as a memory image. “The aspect which is selected by the 
memory is that which shows the form with the properly that differen¬ 
tiates it from other forms, makes it thereby most easily distinguishable, 
and presents it in the greatest possible clearness and completeness of 
its constituent parts; this aspect will certainly be found in almost every 
case to be coincident with the form's greatest expansion.” * It therefore 
requires an imaginative or at least a mental effort to pass beyond the 
memory image and construct a three-dimensional image. We are aided 
in thit task by other sensations or by the memory of such sensations— 
sensations of touch and weight—but this fact only serves to emphasize 
the complicated mental procedure involved in the conception and rep¬ 
resentation of the solidity of a solid object. 

1 shaU deal with the psychological problems involved in the per¬ 
ception of space and volume in the next chapter. Here I merely want 
to emphasize the fact that the notion of the size and shape of things 
and of their position in space had to be learned and that this process 
of learning, which we can observe in the early years of civilized chil¬ 
dren, has a phylogenetic history—that is to say, the human race 
was not divinely gifted with the ability to perceive the three-dimen¬ 
sional character of objects: only gradually did it acquire that ability. 

It is possible that this ability arose through a self-awareness of the 
tridhnensionality of the human body and ffiat the first sculptures were 
representations of the body image present in the individual mind. The 

3. Emanuel Loewyp 7 h£ Hefujoing af Naivre tn Cretffc Art^ 
tr. John FoUieigill (LoHidnUp 1907), p. 
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eailJest of these figures—they are usually between four and eight inches 
long-are attributed by archaeologists to the Aurignacian period, the 
earliest period in which works of art have been found, Fresumably th^ 
were used as portable fertility charms—amulets as we have called them 
in the first chapter—and the earliest types are realistic. The small lime- 
[27I stone statuette found at WiUendorf, in Austria, shows a female figure 
that, by our standard of beauty, may seem grotesque. Still, as htunan 
figures of similar proportions occur among the pygmies and other Afri¬ 
can tribes today, we may assume that this representation of the human 
body was as realisttc as the contemporary drawings and sculptures 
that represent animals, A larger example, seventeen inches high, is a re- 
[i6] lief cut into the surface of the rock; it was found on the wall at Laussel, 
in the Dordogne, and shows a woman holding a bison's bom in her 
right hand. 

Quite different in style, though not in intention, is the ivory statu¬ 
ette of a woman from Lespugue, in the Haute-Garonne, Though usually 
ascribed to the Aurignacian period, this highly stylized figure antici¬ 
pates the schematic character of the later Magdalenian figures. There 
are numerous small amulets of the same stylistic character, found at 
prehistoric sites as far apart as southern France and the Ukraine. Usually 
they too are carved of ivory. Such conventional or schematic foims must 
belong to a different phase of cultural development from that of the 
Willendorf Venus, and most of these figures do indeed come from Mag- 
daleuian sites. They foreshadow the geometrical art of the Neolithic 
period, during which the realistic image of the human body was at 
first gradually, and finally completely, suppressed. 

Let us return, however, to the earlier evidence of what was un¬ 
doubtedly a fundamental problem in the development of human con¬ 
sciousness: mans need and his ability to represent the human figure 
in sculptured form, and the persistence of this need in various guises 
through many centuries of human history. 
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FertiJity rites and other magical uses apart, man originally needed 
sculpture as a means of establishing a sense of real existence. Some 
trace of this primitive impulse can be found in Greek mythology. In 
the story of Narcissus a youth fails in love with his own image as 
reflected in a clear spring, and being unable to endow that image with 
corporeality, pines away and dies. The story of P^'gmalion has a happier 
ending, for having made a marble statue of a ^rl, Pygmalion fell in 
love with it and asked Aphrodite to give it life. His wish was gmnted, 
and Pygmalion married this beautiful creature and named her Galatea. 
In some versions of the legend Galatea is identifled with Aphrodite 
herself, goddess of love and procreation. It is perhaps significant that 
both these legends have retained a powerful hold on the human imagi¬ 
nation, even into our own time. They illustrate the deep-seated longing 
that man has to project an icon, a material counterpart of his mental 
image of himself. 

It is important to remember that the image we possess of ourselves 
is not necessarily definitej it is certainly not present at birth but is 
sometliing that we have to construct as part of our growing conscious¬ 
ness of the external world.^ Only by conceiving an image of the body 
oftn we situate the idea of ourselves in the external world. That image 
is not built up solely by sight. Sight gives us the image of other people 
but only a partial image of ourselves, for even in multiple mirrors w'e 
can look in only one direction at a tiine. To arrive at a satisfactory 
image of ourselves, we also much touch our bodies and must take 
account of all our internal bodily sensations, particularly those of mus¬ 
cular tensions, of movement and lassitude, and of gravity and weight. 
We assemble and compare all these different impressions and sensa¬ 
tions, and from that total evidence we construct the body image, 

4, Cf. Herbert Read. M and the Etsff- Tiie Function of Art In Dovek^nnent 
luthn of Man (Qmway Memarlal Lecture of Human Carmioasnett (Charles Elict 
1951; Lon^. 1951); aad tcon and Ideal Norton Lectured l953r-54; Cantbddg^, 

Moss.. 1935). 
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That image is not necessardy a visual image. Apart from psycho¬ 
logical factors that distort the image and that we shall consider pres¬ 
ently. there are physiological or somatic factors that considerably influ¬ 
ence our image of our own body. Some interesting evidence in this 
direction is provided by the sculpture of blind children, which has been 
studied by Miinz and Lowenfeld.* It may be thought that congenitally 
blind children are incapable of any coherent representation of the 
human figure, but this is far from the truth. They can mold the human 
figure with a high degree of realism but with certain exaggerations 
or emphases that are of the greatest significance for our inquiry. The 
general form of the sculpture is built up from a multitude of tactile 
impressions^ the features that seem to our normal vision to be exagger¬ 
ated or distorted proceed from inner bodily sensations, an awareness 
of muscular tensions and reflexive movements. This kind of sensibility 
has been called haptic^ a relatively new but necessary word derived 
from the Greek haptikos meaning “able to lay hold of.” In the clay 
[^] model of a Youth Imploring, by a congenitally blind boy of seventeen, 
we see how the whole plastic emphasis is on an upward-stretching ten¬ 
sion of the body, the arms and hands being grossly exaggerated while 
the legs and feet have no significance at all.* The sculpture of primitive 
races evinces exactly the same kind of exaggeration. A wood carving 
[360] from the Belgian Congo shows a human figure in the same attitude 
and with the same exaggerated emphasis of the uplifted arms.'' It is 
not likely that the Negro sculptor was blind: he was giving expression 
to his haptic sensations. 

One of the most distinct haptic sensations is that produced uiside 
the neck by the act of swallowing, and we find that an elongation of 

5. L, Mom and V. Lowenfeld, Thsti- 7, Afrtean Negro Art, ed. J, J. Sweeaey 

eche ArbeUm BUndet {Bivim, 1534); and (Museum of Modem Art, New York, 
Viktor Lowenietd, The Nature of Creatioe tggs), no. 44a Africaa FoJhalee onef 
ActloUy, tr. O. A. Oeser (London aod ScwJpturip, ed. J, J. Sweeney end Paul 
Now York, igag). Hadlu {Boliineeti Series XXXJI; New 
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the neck is charaeteristic not only of the art of children in general and 
of blind children in particrilaT but also of most archaic sculpture. The 
Cycladic figures, carved in marble, with which Greek sculpture begins [30,31J 
its history, all exhibit this tendency, and the same feature is carried 
over into the bronzes of the Geometric Epoch and persists to the end 
of the sixth century b.c. 

Another haptic sensatioo, very obvious to blind children but also 
persisting in primitive and archaic art, is that produced by the wrinkling 
of the face. Congenitally blind children will emphasize these wrinkles, t37b,37<il 
and the same emphasis may be found in a Greek mask of terra cotta or 
a mask of carved wood from the Ivory Coast. Many other types of 
sculpture, especially from medieval art and from Oriental art, can be 
shown to have characteristics caused by inner, haptic sensation. 

Man begins, therefore, with two conflicting types of the body image. 

One is due to the immediate experienee of his oivn body, both what 
he ean see of it and what he can feel of it. The other is due to his 
observations of the bodies of his fellow men and is based primarily 
on vision but also, perhaps, to some extent on tactile sensations—we are 
alt doubting Thomases who seek to confirm by touch what is given by 
sight, 1 repeat, these two kinds of image are antithetical. We do not 
normally fix, as part of our visual impression of another person's body, 
tbe expressive wrinkles that he produces under the stress of emotion, 
and we certainly do not visualize such sensations as swallowing and 
stretching. We tend to see the other person's body in repose, but tbe 
human eye is not a passive lens, at least it does not r^ect onto a perfect 
mirror. Vision is colored, as we say. It is distorted by memories, associa¬ 
tions, and above all by desires, and to a considerable extent we see what 
we want to see. Especially is this so when we look at the human body, 
for we look at other bodies with the desire to find ourselves, to find out 
what we look like. The desire expressed by Bums— 
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O wad some Power the giftie gie tts 
To see oursels as ithers see us! 

—is relatively sophisticated. The first desire is to see ourselves as we see 
others—to relate our own body image, the notion we have of our own 
shape and appearance, to the visual impression we have of other people. 
But of course we do not wish to think of ourselves as tnisshapett or 
ugly, so we tend to be selective in our vision. We idealize the human 
bodyi diat is to say, we identify the body image with the prevailing 
[63] ideal of bodily perfection. “A body image,” as Dr, Paul Schilder writes 
in The Image and Appearance of the Human. Body, ‘'is in some ways 
always the sum of the body imag^ of the community according to the 
various relations in the commimity. Relations to the body images of 
others are determined by the factor of nearness and famess and by the 
factor of emotional nearness and famess.” ^ The sexual instincts are thus 
involved. Not only do we tend to idealize the object we love and desire, 
but also we can transfer to an ideal representation of the human body 
those desires that we cannot satisfy in reality. Here is the first stage 
in the Pygmalion myth. Also, beauty is a social phenomenon, and, as 
Schilder puts it. “The beautiful object provoke sexual tendencies with¬ 
out satisfying them, but at the same time allows everybody to enjoy it. 
Beauty thus becomes suspended action, and it is understandable that 
the classicist ideal does not desire the expression of strong emotion 
and violent movement.” ’ 

Whether or not it has a sexual basis, this process of idealization 
is fundamental to the development of the art of sculpture. Without 
stressing the underlying erotic motive, we may conclude that in a 
very obvious sense there has been a tendency in art to idealize the 
human body in order to make it more attractive as an object of desire. 

a. (New Twk. igso), P. 304. this wliole thtane, portictikrN fn rrf«- 

9. Ibid-, p. 30!j, 1 would lilcft ta refer me* la Michelongclo. with tbe sdvuitBK 
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The process of idealization leads, however, in two opposed direc¬ 
tions. In one, tending to the kind of idealization that we term chusi- 
ctrm, the desire is sublimated, the action suspended. In another direc¬ 
tion, tending to what we term realism, the desire is if not incited at 
least held in tension. There is a further tendency, not so openly recog¬ 
nized, that is opposed to idealization. It is really a form of sadism or 
nihilism, and it seeks to destroy the tody image as an object of desire. 
I shall have somethiog to say in the last chapter about the appearance 
of this tendency in the art of sculpture. 

Here and always when we consider the evolution of one of the 
plastic arts, we are involved in two distinct processes, which sometiines 
run together and sometiines pull against each other. One, which will 
be the theme of the next three chapters, is physical and technical; it 
is the evolution of human skill in the manipulation of a material. We 
must suppose that man's need for expression exists; his aim, then, is 
to make the expression effective for a particular purpose either personal 
or social. One may, if he likes, consider such technical processes while 
ignoring the underlying intention of the artist, and the history of art 
then becomes tbc history of a particular human ability. Skill is always 
related to an intention, however, and skill, in art, is usually subordinate 
to the artists intention. I say usually, because there is an exceptional 
type of artist whose only purpose is to display his technical skill; with 
him the means becomes the end. We call him a virtuoso, and he is apt 
to be a very inferior kind of artist. 

Generally spealdng, the mtention in art is to create a symbol repre¬ 
senting a particular feeling or intuition present in the consciousness 
of the artist, a symbol acceptable to other people because it materializes 
a feeling or intuition vaguely present in their consciousness. The artist 
is the unique individual who is hist prompted to create such a symbol. 
The intention of the artist is emotive. He is burdened with some feeling 
that he wants to share, proud of some perception that he wishes to 
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publish > He therefore embodies his state of mind in a material pattern 
of some kind, which pattern becomes the objective symbol of bis inner 
state. 

There is, moreover, an intention of a more social or pragmatic kind. 
fSS, S9I The artist uses his artistic skill to record some common experience, to 
represent some particular scene. His oontmlliDg intention is no longer 
primarily personal but social, and be must take care to employ the 
visual conventions of his time. Such art is not necessarily naturalistic or 
mimetic^ visual conventions vary considerably from age to age. Still, 
it is essential that tbe symbols created by the artist be acceptable to 
the society for the use of which they are intended. 

This enumeration does not exhaust tbe functions of art, but what¬ 
ever the intention of tbe artist, it is liable to be furthered or frustrated 
by the skill at his disposal. In the case of the sculptor there is not so 
much the problem of projecting a visual image as there is the much 
more complicated problem of Brst reallziDg a three-dimensional image 
before it be projected. We begin to see, therefore, with what diffi¬ 
culties, in contrast to those of painters, the first sculptors set about 
their task. 

Most ardraeologists agree that the great majority of carved objects 
that have survived from prehistoric times are cult objects: we call 
them idols. There can be little doubt that tbe so-called Venus of 
[26] Laussek attributed by the Abb 4 Breuit to tbe F^rigordian period, is 
such a cult object: she holds a bom, perhaps abeady a symbol of plenty, 
and her projecting hips, large breasts, and hand over the womb are all 
features that were to become throughout early history characteristic 
of the goddess of fertibty. Nevertheless, as 1 have already pointed 
[27I out, such figures are realistic. Like the Venus of Willendorf, the Venus 
of Laussel is quite a fair lepresentatiOD of a savage or aboriginal 
woman of today-only the head is conventionalized. 
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The degree to which the conventionalization of this subject can 
be carried is illustrated by those Cycladtc idols of the Bronze Age [30131] 
(5500 B,c.) carved in forms that resemble a violin. Virtually only the 
breasts and the womb are left to symbolize human fertility. There is a 
great variety of these idoki and they reach a degree of stylization which 
is far from the realism of the Venus of Laussel. There was established 
a geometric convention that served as a symbol in the cult of fertility 
but that at the same time attained independent status as a work of art. 

Let us consider more closely the formal characteristics of a typical 
Cycladic idol. The cult requirements are adequately satisfied by the 
emphasis on the breasts and sez and by the protective position of the 
arms. But elements not required by the cult have been introduced by 
the sculptor—elements that were not present in the Venus of Laussel, 
a figure no doubt equally effective as a symbol of fertility. The object 
is separated from the realistic image by certain formal conventions: it is 
stylized^ Note, for example, the repetition of the triangular motif. The 
whole torso is an elongated triangle, and subordinate to this main form, 
but as echoing ooirespondences, we have the pubic triangle, the tri¬ 
angle of the head, and the projecting triangle of the nose. The angular 
shoulders and elbows further emphasize the dominant formal motif. 

Here is a point that we shall consider in greater detail at a later 
stage: the superimposition, on an object with a pragmatic intention, of 
formal characteristics that have a separate function. This is an aesthetic 
function. The form is made to please: there is a free play with the 
form that is independent of function. This sitnidtaneous symboliza¬ 
tion of two distinct mental processes represents an extraordinary devel¬ 
opment of human consciousness. For the moment let us note that the 
cult object of a naked goddess of fertility had very wide distribution [aS, 31] 
throughout the ancient East and underwent many stylistic transfonna- 
tions. It appears, for example, frequently in Babylonian and Eg)-ptiaii 
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art, nearly aways in this same attitude but generally more uatuialistic 
in style. “ 

The influence of intention on the representation of the human body 
is best studied in Egj-p^ sculpture. When the intention is religious, 
or in a more general sense hieratic {and in ancient Egypt there was no 
clear distinction between the divine and the hieratic), the form is frozen, 
as it were, into a rigid convention; all vitahstic Impulses are subordi¬ 
nated to symbolic values, to the metaphysical idea, Aestiaetic values 
are not thereby excluded, On the contrary, for the first time in the his¬ 
tory of art there emerges a clear and contemporaneous distinctiou be¬ 
tween the geometric and the naturalistic in art. It is not a question 
of a particular stage of artistic or historical development; neither is it 
a question of skill or style. Bather, two distinct intentions have pro¬ 
duced, side by side, tvw) types of art, one exhibiting a tendency to 
abstract harmony, the other a tendency to naturalistic vitality. 

Let me first iUustrate this contrast in two typical works of the 
Old Kingdom, dating from the third millennium n.c.’^ The Brst is an 
[154] example of the hieratic style in sculpture. It represents a king, Men- 
kau-Ra, between two goddesses, and displays all the formality and 
rigidity of this type of sculpture. True, the idng does advance one foot, 
as if to assert his ^eedom or superiority, but such is the conventional 
attitude of a male figure. Otherwise he shares the attributes of the two 
flanking figures, and even his features are almost identical with theirs, 
beard and wigs apart. The group has an immense concentration of 
power, with many qualities, plastic and rhythmic, that would justify 

ID. CF. G. CoDtenaUp Moniiel linger^ Eg^ion Ari^ ed- Bernard 

orienUsle (Fum, 1937), lip Rackhom [London^ 1923and in his 

An illustr^tlcKQ in YpI. 1 of this Manual AlKtractUm and Empathy^ Michael 
(fig, 1 * 8 ) sbow# a Babylonian tablet with Bulloch {London and New Voirh, 1^53). 
a of the goddess ol Foam- Cf. also Margaret Alice Muirayp 

dily fit acactly th« same attitude as the fotdpfure (London, where the 

C^cladic idol discussed here. group of Men^kau-Bu betw^een two god- 

11. Tbe contrait hsj been studied desses is discussed and Idostrated (pp. 
both generally and with particular refer- 59-61, pi. 1)- 
ence to Egypdan art by Wilhelm Wor- 


36 


11. THE IMACE OF MAX 


our claiming it as a great work of art. I contrast it to the famous group 
of an Egyptian official and his wife from the Louvre, admittedly a 
little later in date but representing a contrast in style not explained 
by any process of evolution, There is, of course, an important difFerence 
in material. The hieratic group is carved out of a hard stone, schist, 
whereas this second group is carved out of wood; different materials 
encourage different treatment. That is not the real esplanatiOD of the 
difference between these two works of art, however, for a general sur¬ 
vey of Egyptian art of this period shows that “a polarity permeated 
Egyptian existence.” This is Wilhelm Worringer’s expression, and he 
goes on to say that “Egyptian culture is massive only in its official utter¬ 
ances; in its more intimate foims of expression it is of an absolutely 
Japanese lightness ... in Egypt there are only two kinds of sculpture, 
sculpture on the grand scale and miniature sculpture, excessive heavi¬ 
ness and the most trivial delicacy. The mean of a cidture balanced in 
itself is always wanting." “ 

This difference used to be explained as a difference between the 
art of the court and the art of the people, and W^orringer admits that 
"It is indeed of the very esseoce of artificially constructed cultures that 
an organic transition from the sphere of the home to that of public life 
is lacking. . . . [As a consequence] under the pressure of the contrast 
in which it stands with public life, the life of the home takes on a 
certain hot-house character and advances even some degrees further in 
delicacy. In short, the lyric element in life puts forth blooms of a trivial 
delicacy because every means of intercourse with pubhc life is want¬ 
ing.”^* No culture has lavished such exquisite sensibility on small 
utensils, jewelry, and cosmetic articles. One can speak also of an oasis cul¬ 
ture, of a civilization isolated from normal contacts with flora and fauna 
and therefore indulging in a sentimental preference for floral omamen- 
tation. Any prevailing art-style always has a materialistic basis, but we 
14. Wortktger, E^ptbm Aft, p. S7. 13. Ibid., p. sB. 
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must not confuse the river ivith the bed in which it runs. The materials 
of art are fused into a style by what the Germans call a “will-to-form.” 
The difference between the hieratic and the intimate or domestic sculp¬ 
ture of h^gypt is a difference of will or intention. In one case the inten> 
tion is metaphysical, in the other case it is pragmatic. To the dead the 
Egyptian erects the pyramid, which Worringer has called a “rational' 
iaed labyrinth," an artificial mountain of enduring stonej, lor himself 
he builds a temporary structure of bamboo poles and palm leaves. He 
carves a god or a king as a grim and impassive monoUth; when he rep- 
[58] resents a young girl, she is as delicate and as appealing as a lotus 
bloom. 

I shall deal later with the influence of these diverse intentions on 
the technique of sculpture—with the possibility, for example, that the 
sculptor's handling of spatial problems may be influenced by a meta¬ 
physical fear of space. For the moment I want to emphasize only the 
fact that sculptural form is not merely a question of artistic capability 
hut that to a large extent it may be determined by conceptual con¬ 
siderations, whether these are religious or social in origin. I have used 
what is perhaps the most obvious illustration of conceptually deter¬ 
mined styles; I should now like to return to the subtler problems 
involved in the representation of the human figure, with particular 
reference to the evolution of Greek sculpture. 

The form of the Cycladic figure that 1 have discussed was deter¬ 
mined, I suggested, primarily by cultic purposes: it spelt fertility, which 
is a magical concept. But this cultural intention was combined with a 
will-to-fonn that is purely aesthetic. The idol had in no sense lost its 
pragmatic uses nor even whatever supernatural qualities can be attrib¬ 
uted to a relatively trivial ritual object 

Between a cult object like the Cycladic figure and a figure in the 
|ia8, rag] fully developed style of the fourth century such as the famous Aphrodite 
from Gyrene lies an absolute difference of style that we can explain 
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only by interposing a considerable number of evolutionary stages. The 
period involved may be twelve centuries^ nevertheless we are still con¬ 
cerned with the same cult object, as Aphrodite is, after all, the goddess 
of fertility. A metaphysical intention is still to be expressed in such a 
work, but it is subordinate to other values, the values we now call 
humanistic. The question I raise is whether the metaphysical changes 
induced stylistic changes or wbetber forms evolved independently of 
the evolution of beliefs and intentions, 

I am again bypassing the Marxist argument that would reduce all 
changes, metaphysical as well as stylistic, to a basis in the changing 
economic structure of society. I do not dismiss this materialistic hy¬ 
pothesis as invalid: it is merely, from my point of view, devoid of any 
aesthetic interest. The philosophy of art is concerned not with the 
economic factors that account for a particular range of products but 
with the psychological factors that account for the aesthetic quality 
of those products. It is concerned with the interplay of matter and 
spirit, of form and intention. Whatever the origin of life may have been, 
it is the quality of the process of living that now interests us. 

By the time we reach the historical beginnings of Greek sculpture 
in the seventh century b.c., about eight centuries have elapsed, and no 
continuity of race or civLIistation is discernible. Greek sculpture of the 
Archaic period is bieratic, and in this stylistic respect has obvious 
affinities with Egyptian sculpture. The figure of a woman in the Louvre, [56] 
discovered in Auxerre but certainly of the Dorian school and perhaps 
carved in Crete in the late seventh century, has all the formal rigidity 
of the Egyptian figures we have considered, and the attitude is ritual¬ 
istic. The features are conventionalized, without any specifically human 
expressiveness. But within a century an extraordinary change has taken 
place. A series of “archaic Apollo"s that have survived from the sixth [61] 
century, with a fairly wide distribution throughout the Hellenic world, 
shows us a body already anatomicaBy realistic and facial features often 
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wreathed in an cEpressive smile. Thenceforward the way was open to 
all the refinements of realism, and it is a matter of taste where we fir 
the peak—in the still slightly conventionalized anatomy of the Louvre 
pugilist, of the second quarter of the fifth century, or in the ideal per¬ 
fection of the Venus de Milo or in the Parthenon frieze. It is to be 
observed, however, that anything in the nature of realism or expression¬ 
ism, in the modem sense of such words, came only in the late Hellen¬ 
istic period, the period of decadence. 

What triumphed in the classic period of Greek sculpture was 
primarily a metophysical intention. The body image had been fully real¬ 
ized as an anatomical structure, had been detached in space from the 
welter of other sense impressions, and had become a symbol of human 
self-sufficiency, of human self-satisfaction. It is possible that the proto¬ 
types of these sculptures never existed in the fle^ and that in the 
sculptors representation they are products of certain selective conven¬ 
tions, like modem film stars, who may have to submit even to surgical 
operations in order to conform to type. That consideration is irrelevant, 
however, for the selection of a beautiful type from the realistic 
is already a process of idealization. The question to decide is whether 
this gradual process of idealization or humanization, which was the 
motive power for an enormous advance in the technique of sculpture, 
has anything to do with the aesthetics of sculpture.’^ 

Let us for a moment try to evade the distracting presence of 
the body image—a difficult thing to do in the case of Creek sculpture. 

[1S2] There exists a fragment of the Parthenon frieze where the folds of the 
drapery immediately engage out interest and where, although it is pul- 

i4r pp. in discrmsiiig mlglit be explafucd by E}i« Fact ihE!5« 
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40 


11. THE IMAGE OF MAN 


satingly present, we may discount the body beneath the drapeiy> The 
aesthetic force of this fragment, isolated as it is from the composition 
as a whole, is constituted by a rhythmic sequence of vertical folds 
Subtly varied in width and direction and interrupted by loops and 
tucks that counterpoint the rhythm and agitate an otherwise too static 
parallelism. I shall not pursue such formal analysis into every detail, 
especially as I shall return to this subject in the fifth chapter. The 
Only point I make is that an abstract and geometrical harmony, quite 
comparable to the play of triangular motifs in the Cycladic figure, sur¬ 
vives the decapitation and general dilapidation to which these maidens 
have been submitted. They might have survived this punishment even 
bail they been naked, for many a fragmentary torso still hves as a work 
of art. It does not live, however, as a body image, as an ideal of hu¬ 
manity, As an ideal it has been shattered, defaced. A work of art, on the 
other hand, and particularly a piece of sculpture, is not destroyed so 
long as a recognizable fragment of it survives. The fragment bears the 
artist's signature, the impression of his sensibility, and that quality we 
must isolate if in the end we would stand in the immediate presence of 
the work of art. 

Indeed, the artist's signature survives not merely the physical 
dismemberment of the statue but even the spiritual destruction of the 
body image. The motives that underlie the grotesque distortions of 
tribal art have their origin in magic or religion and are therefore not 
essentiaUy different in kind from the cult objects of Greek religion. 

An African idol is also a human figure, a body image, and, reduced to [166] 
formal terms, its aesthetic appeal is not essentially different from that 
of the Parthenon maidens. We observe in both tlie same contrast be¬ 
tween the physique of the body and the geometry of its clothing, the 
same repetitive rhythms and linear counterpoint. 

If we turn to contemporary sculpture, we find an even more er- 
tieme contrast. In Henry Moore's bronze standing figure, for example, [aogl 
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aU the elements of the human form are present but completely dis¬ 
located, as it were, and recomposed into a formal structure only re¬ 
motely suggested by or suggestive of the original motif. Formally and 
aesthetically this figure is not far removed from the Cycladic figures 
with which we began our consideration of the body image in sculpture. 
Compare for a still nearer parallel, a Greek bronze of the Geometric 
period. There is a difference, because the modern sculptor has asserted 
a will-to-form that, whffe not arbitrary, is far removed from the phe¬ 
nomenal or retinal appearance of the original object. In his own way, 
however, the sculptor of the Venus de Milo or any exponent of the clas¬ 
sical ideal has ignored or suppressed much that is given in direct sensa¬ 
tion—not only the shght irregularities or disproportions that any actual 
human model is likely to possess but also any sensations, such as his 
own haptie sensations, that seem to conflict with his intellectual ideal. 
In other words, the classical sculptor no less than the modem sculptor 
has his will-to-forro, but although in both cases it is an imperious will, 
it functions within a world of organic forms. To be completely in¬ 
dependent, the sculptor would have to desert the organic world, would 
have to invent a new reality that owes nothing to the human form or 
to any other vitalistic structure. Certain modem sculptors, the construc¬ 
tivists, have not hesitated to take this step, but Moore would maintain 
that their forms thereby lose emotional appeal to become purely intel¬ 
lectual. 1 shall not discuss that point now; the borderline between the 
intellect and the sensibility is very difficult to draw. 

Art, however, and certainly the sculptural representation of the 
human body, has not ventured hitherto to forego the quahty that, to 
borrow a term from the anthropologist, we may call xnana. I know that 
it is dangerous to introduce a term that has complex significance in 
one sphere of knowledge and to make it serve a different purpose in 
another sphere of knowledge, but I believe that in this case there is 
some justification. Mana, in anthropology, is the name given to that 


4 ^ 



II. THE IMAGE OF 


power imniaiient in all things, not merely men and animals but even 
inanimate objects like rocks and sticks. It is an elemental force mani¬ 
fested universally—the causal explanation of all natural and super¬ 
natural occurrences. It is the power celebrated in all myths and religions, 
energizing all magic and ritual. The cult objects made by primitive 
people—idols, fetishes, and totems—are automatically endowed with this 
dynamism, Hnd a close relationship is thus established between the 
form and the power of the work of art. That is to say, an object is 
created in the belief that it will be immediately endowed with mana. 

The primitive sculptor works with the knowledge that he is creating, 
not a lifeless object, but a living form. Emotion determines form, as it 
does in all expressionistic art, and once the form has been determined 
it contains the emotion. The same emotion is automatically induced in 
anyone who contemplates the fetish or idol, for contemplation is identi¬ 
fication. 

I think there can be no doubt that this animistic procedure has 
persisted throughout the history of art, though it becomes attenuated 
and feeble to the degree that art becomes idealistic or inteliectualized. 

There is no mana in a coostruetion by Naum Gabo, and very bttle in !si 9 ] 
the anthropological sense in Michelangelo's Slacks. ^Vben the repre- [94, 9 S] 
sentation of the human body becomes completely naturalistic, we have ' 
reached the stage of narcissism in art. The sculptor inhabits the image 
of his own body, is in love with himself; and naturally there is no room 
for another spirit.'* There is then no question of animism in art, but 
one only of humanism, of that self-regarding, self-exalting humanism 
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that finally subordinates art to sophisticated ideals of type or con¬ 
vention and thereby incurs its downfall. Goethe, addressing the Society 
of German Sculptors in i3i7j told them that *The topmost aim of all 
plastic art is to render the dignity of man within the compass of the 
form. To this flioii every nonhuman element, in so far as it lends 
itself to treatment in this medium, must subordinate itself. Such ele¬ 
ments must first be assiniilated to the dignity of man in order that they 
may set it off, instead of callin g attention to themselves or even depart¬ 
ing from it. Draperies and all Idnds of garments and attributes come 
under thw head, also animals; and to these latter only sculpture knows 
how to impart that dignity which is theirs by virtue of the fact that 
they are in a measure akin to that embodiment of the divine which we 
meet in the human figure,’* ” 

The intention, we see, was metaphysical-to render the dignity of 
man—and to this intention everything had to be sacrificed. Speaking at 
the beginning of a century in which virtually no sculpture of any per¬ 
manent value was to be created anywhere in the civilized world, 
Goethe did not realize that he was demanding too much of the art of 
sculpture. It is true that there is nothing inherently incompatible be- 
tween dignity and vitality, and conceivably the human figure can em¬ 
body a human conception of the divine, A human figure carved by 
Michelangelo is both vital and dignified. We may say that it is a great 
work of art because it is dignified, but it exists os a work of art only 
because it is vital 

Humanism is, no doubt, a prejudice; it is a prejudice to which we 
arc naturally addicted. There are other possible values: the absolute 
values of transcendental religion; the totalitarian values of the state; 
the moral values of society. The values of art are the vital and formal 
values of the creative imagination itself, and these, as we shall see, are 

16, Wisdom aad Experience^ selected by Ludwig CuitiuSi 
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not necessarily co-extensive with human values and do not necessarily 
find their highest expression, as Goethe and Hegel thou^t, in the 
image of man. We may, however, go so far as to say that the realization 
of t'hig image in the art of sculpture was one of the decisive stages in the 
development of a specifically human consciousness. 
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The peculiarity of sculpture as an ait is that it creates a three'diineii- 
sional object in space. Painting may strive to give^ on a two-dimensional 
plane^ the illusion of space, but it is space itself as a perceived quantity 
that becomes the particular concern of the sculptor. Wc may say that 
for the painter space is a luxury^ for the sculptor it is a necessity, 

A solid ob|act is situated in space; it occupies or displaces a defi¬ 
nite amount of space. It becomes an object for us by being differenti¬ 
ated from other objects and by being delimited from die space sur¬ 
rounding it. We have a sensation of the amount of space occupied by 
the ob|ect, which is the quality of volume^ or If we refer to the 
quantity of matter the object contains, we speak of its mass- 

We are not bom with a notion of the object as a distinct entity^ 
existing and moving in a spatial field; such a notion is built up during 
the first two years of life by processes of discrimination, association^ 
and selection.^ Out of the original chaotic experience of vastness {to 
use WiUiam Jameses phrase) the infant constructs real space^ and th\i 
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construction involves several subordinate processes that are gradually 
co-ardinated. As a beginning, separate objects have to be discriminated 
within the total field of vision^ In itself this process involves several 
stages of development: the objects must be arranged in a definite order, 
and then their relative sizes must be perceived and assessed* At the 
same time, all the different sensations—of sight, touch, hearing, taste, 
and the rest—must ^coalesce'' in the same thing. In this process, one of 
the sensations usually will be 'lield to be the things while "“the other 
sensations are taken for its more or less accidental propertfes, or modes 
of appearance."^ We tend to see the bulk of a tree, for ei^ample, but 
to feel the bulk of a piece of furniture^ a tool, or a book. The point to 
emphasize, for our present purposes, is that space perception is almost 
entirely acquired by education. We say "almost entirely** because the 
individual may be conditioned to his environment by certain hereditary 
biological processes; we are not bom into a static or a mechameal 
world but are insinuated into a continuous process of organic evolution.^ 
When we consider the evolution of sculpture, it is important for us 
to realize that the Idnd of coherent space perception that man now 
possesses is a construction of the intelligence, and that even so, as Wil¬ 
liam James pointed out, ‘"touch-space is one world; sight-space is an¬ 
other wnrld. The two worlds have no essential or intrinsic congruence, 
and only through the 'association of ideas^ do we know what a seen 
object signifies in terms of touch.” James mentions the case of a patient 
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perceived [rom that qf the activity itself.'' 
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cured of oongeoital cataracts by surgical aid who said, "It might very 
weD be a horse," when a ten-liter bottle was held up a foot from bis 
face. All this goes to show, as James says, that "it needs a subtler sense 
for analogy I'han most people have, to discern the same spatial aspects 
and relations'* in optical sensations "which previously known tactile and 
motor experiences have yielded."* 

1 shall suggest in this chapter that sculpture is primarily an art of 
"touch-space*’—is and always should have been—whereas painting is 
primarily an art of "sight-space"; and that in both arts most of the con¬ 
fusion between theory and practice is due to the neglect of this dis¬ 
tinction. There may be some ambiguity in the word primerifi/, but 
though a complexity, or rather a complicity, of sensations is always in¬ 
volved in the creation and appreciation of a work of art, one and only 
one of these sensations "touches off" the process. This is the sensation 
I call primary. 1 think we must set out from the same point as Berkeley, 
who, in his Essay towards a New Theory of Vision, held that the tan¬ 
gible “feel” of a thing and the "look” of it to the eye are "specifically 
distinct."" It is not necessary to draw Berkeley's metaphysical conclu¬ 
sions from these primitive facts; however, we must remember that the 
peculiarity of the artist is that he deals with primitive facts, with sen¬ 
sations in their state of innocence. He works on tire basis of a direct 
feeling and not on the basis of concepts, which are secondary intellec¬ 
tual constiuctioiLS. 

There is, perhaps, a mental process of thi^ secondary kind that the 
phrase “tactile imagination'* describes; and Bernard Berenson used the 
phrase to indicate the particular contribution that Giotto made to the 
development of the art of pamting: " ,. it was of the power to stimulate 
the tactile consciousness .., that Giotto was supreme master. This is his 
everlasting daim to greatness." Berenson dismissed all paintings before 

4 - James, p. 349 - Wijrfa, «1 A. C, Fiasw (rev. eda., Oxfurd, 

S. (Dublin, reprinted with rgoi), 1 . gis^io. 

(Lmdoi), 1733), 11; and in 
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Giotto as negligible because “noae of these masters had the power to 
stimulate the tactile imaginatiOD, and, consequently, they never painted 
a figure which has artistic existence. Their works have value, if at all, 
as highly elaborate, very inteUigible symbols, capable, indeed, of com' 
rnunicating something, but losing all higher value the moment the mes¬ 
sage is delivered.”* 

I cannot so lightly dismiss the pictorial art of the By2antme period 
—Mr. Berenson’s strictures would apply to its mosaics as well as to its 
paintings—nor medieval painting in general as represented in wall 
paintings, stained-glass paintings, and illuminated manuscripts. It has 
always seemed to me that the evaluation of art according to the number 
of dimensions it includes is a curiously materialistic procedure. A 
“Iteener sense of reality," which the introduction of tactile values into 
painting is supposed to give, is not necessarily an artistic achievement, 
The intention of the artist might be to give a keener sense of irreaLty or 
superreahty; and that, indeed, was the intention of the medieval artist. 
To lend “a higher coefficient of reality to the object represented,” an¬ 
other of Mr. Berenson’s phrases, is the aim that gradually corrupted 
the artistic consciousness and led the art of painting into the morasses 
of academicism and sentimentalism.^ 

For the sculptor, tactile values are not an illusion to be created 
on a two-dimensional plane: they constitute a reality to be conveyed di¬ 
rectly, as existent mass. Sculpture is an art of palpation—an art that 
gives satisfaction in the touching and handling of objet^s. That, indeed, 
is the only way in which we can have direct sensation of the three- 
dimensional shape of an object. It is only as our hands move over an 
object and trace lines of direction that we get any physical sensation 
of the difference between a sphere and a square; touch Is essential to 

6. The Ifelian Fmnters of the R^noU- 7. Ihid-, pp, 41^ 41 nsfpectJvdy for 

(Loadon jmd New Yorif^ pp, the two pluasei quoted. 
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the perception of subtler contrasts of shape and textiiie. A genuine 
sculptor is continually passing his hands over the work in progress, not 
to test its surface quality, though that may be one purpose, hut simply 
to realize and to assess the shape and volume of the object. Unfortu¬ 
nately visitors to a museum “are requested not to touch the exhibits"— 
unfortunately, because that request deprives them of one of the essen¬ 
tial modes of appreciating sculpture, which is palpation, handling. Ad¬ 
mittedly, there is much sculpture in our public galleries that would not 
yield any pleasure as a result of this approach. If we merely “look at” 
sculpture, even with our sophisticated vision, which is capable of read¬ 
ing into the visual image the conceptual knowledge we possess from 
previous experience of three-dimensional objects, still we get merely a 
two-dimensional impression of a three-dimensional object. We are rec¬ 
ommended, in manuals of art appreciation, to walk round a piece of 
sculpture and to allow all the various points of view to coalesce in our 
imagination. This difficult feat, if successful, might conceivably give us 
a ghostlike version of the solid object. Sculpture, again, is often mounted 
on turntables to save us the trouble of circumambuiation. We see an 
object twisting and twirling in our line of vision, and from that impres¬ 
sion of shifting planes and lights w’e arc supposed to derive a sensation 
of solidity! 

We observed in the first chapter that, in the early stages of the 
evolution of the art of seulpture, sculptural objects were small and pal¬ 
pable, or if they were on a scale too large to be handled they were not 
to be detached from a background, a matrix. Prehistoric sculpture takes 
the form either of small amulets or of reb'ef sculpture such as the Ventts 
148] of Laussel. The two bison modeled out of day at Tuc d’Audoubert, 
which are 24,4 and 25.2 inches long, are built up against a projecting 
rock and are hardly to be considered as detached monuments. A con¬ 
siderable number of prehistoric relief sculptures have been discovered 
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—tbe great majority representing animals—but sculpture in the round is 
eirtremely rare. 

If we turn to the sculpture of Egypt we find a similar predomi- 143, 

nance of relief sculpture, and even when the statues are in the round 
they are often supported by a background. There are two possible but 
not contradictory explanations of tbis characteristic. In E^t carved 
sculpture is historically later than day modeling, and it was the pracs 
tice to give support to the early clay figures, not in the modern way by 
inserting an armature of wire, but by leaning the figure against a vcr^ 
tical strip or sheaf of bamboo. This device, it is argued, was copied by 
the sculptor in stone, A much more plausible explanation is provided, [150! 
however, by a consideration of the function of sculpture in Egj-pt. It 
was never regarded as a separate and distinct art. From the beginning 
it was subordinate to architecture, and the nature of the architecture 
determined the nature and even the technique of the sculpture. A statue 
of Ateta, from Sakkara,* shows the typical architectural setting of a 
piece of Egyptian sculpture of the Old Kingdom, in a rectangular niche 
surrounded by designs and inscriptions in low rebef Dr. Murray, in 
her book on Egyptian sculpture, suggests that in such a rectangular 
setting the figures could not be too naturalistic but had to foUow the 
vertical and horizontal lines of the architecture as far as these could be 
echoed in the human figure. If one asks why Egyptian architecture was 
so rectangular, he is usually referred to the horizontal and vertical Impi; 
of the Nile Valley, a landscape unlike any other in the world. "The 
horizontal line of the top of the cliffs is repeated in the horizontal strata, 
and again in the fiat plain which forms the habitable land of Egypt. 

In violent contrast to these levels stand the vertical lines of the cliffs, 
weathered by ages of wind and wind-blown sand into gigantic columns 
as straight and true as though set there by the hand of man. There are 

5, Murgar^ Alicfr Mumy^ 

{London^ pp. 61-62 snd pi* jd. 
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no curves in the Egyptian landscape, no rounded hiUs, no great peahs 
to break the level skyline of the cliffs. As Sir Flinders Petrie says: ‘In the 
face of such an overwhelming rectangular framing, any architecture 
less massive and square than the Egqitian would be hopelessly 
defeated.*" * 

One or two considerations, however, throw doubt on this material¬ 
istic argument. The Gothic style of architecture, for eiample, is quite 
independent of a particular type of landscape—it imposes itself on any 
landscape—and even in Egypt the theory would be contradicted at a 
later period by that country’s ready assimilation of the Moslem style in 
architecture, so light and graceful in its general effect. We know that 
the artistic spirit works by contrast or counterpoint just as naturally as 
it works by harmony or imitation. Granted a style of architecture and 
the idea that sculpture should be functionally subordinate to it, then it 
is obvious that the style and technique of the glyptic art must be sub¬ 
ordinate to the style and technique of the architectonic art. as we ob¬ 
served in the first chapter. The conscious will to axt, the intention of the 
artist, and his consciousness of the intention of other artists are the pri¬ 
mary determinants of style; style cannot be reduced to an automatic 
reaction to environment. Environment acts rather as a limiting factor, 
as a containment of forces that might otherwise be too dispersed. En- 

9 , Tbid., fi. xviL Wanlager legarfla this admit that any vnlty grew tip thp 

expl^atii:;ii!h as ooiy satiafactcHy. He sod and thp giganlic Atooe mjonu^ 

points Qftit that tho stone used in Egyptlaii moatSH Here it is rather the power of 
urohitectuie was brought from neignbot^ absoJqtp contrast which determines the 
Ing mountaiD nmges, and that a impression ivotivi:tl It was not a nahiro] 

doiu will to wodt in stone must have been logic of geology that set ihese stone giants 
necessary to overcome all the tedialcal in their plaocp but a ootLSdous will to ort^ 
obstacles diat «tM>d lo the way af getting following a definite abstract commaDd 
the huge blocks of stone and tTansparting without say feeling for the phy$ica] cmtiire 
them lata the pliLins of the valley. ^These of the land. Egyptian stone architectme 
gigantic blocks had to be brought to the is just s deliberate and gigoiide denial of 
place for which they were des&cd upon the tLaxardausneis and transience in the 
frail rafti Hud Nile boats. And when they midst of wlikh the artificial structufe oJ 
were Set up al their destinatioQp they were Egyptian cidture is placed.**—Egypfikm Arfp 
great strangers upon the thin upper surface tr. and ed. Bernard Rackham {London^ 
of this des^ 3od exploited by cfvilizLtlon^ 19 ^}? 3^^- 

strangers from the mouutaloj. We caonot 
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vironment creates ethos, the prevailing spirit of a community, and in 
the Greek couception of the word, ethos was always strictly localized. 
Ethos does not explain style, only intensity. It explains, for example, 
the fact that tragedy is a prevailing form, but it does not explain the 
form of the tragedy or its poetic style. 

The intention behind Egyptian art is functional. The architecture 
is functional, and so is the subordinate sculpture. There is no room for 
the play of fantasy, as Worringer has pointed out. This being the situa¬ 
tion, the Egyptian sculptor had no desire to isolate the human figure 
in space, to dissociate it from its niche or socket, for to do so would have 
served no rational purpose. Space as such was not felt by the Egyptians, 
who were complete strangers to what the Germans call Raumgefuhl. 
Their satisfaction with relief sculpture derived from this lack. Relief 
sculpture is, in fact, the typical art of ancient Egypt, and as Worringer 
has said, *'No stranger, more consistent two-dimensional art has ever 
existed, but it is Just two-dimensional art and no more. We may think 
of Greek art—how much artistic thinking had to be employed by it be¬ 
fore it discovered its ideal relief style, that w'OnderfuUy delicate play of 
balance between surface and depth which even in the most perfect 
productions still always reflects the hesitations of a never-to-be-over- 
oome tension between surface and depth. The Egyptian relief is from 
the very first complete in its pure surface character. No unrest bom of 
depth finds its way into it. It is entirely 'without tension and conflict. 
The third dimension, the dimension by which we are actually aware of 
depth, from which all that is more profound in the drama of artistic 
creation draws its inspiration, is not present at aU as a resistant in the 
artistic consciousness of the Egyptian.” 

From the point of view 1 am presenting, we can state that no com¬ 
plete plastic consctousness was possible in Egyptian sculpture, because 
the form was never isolated in space and was never handled as a three- 

M. Ihid., p. as. 
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[6i5l dimensional object. The technique was one of incision, essentially linear, 
essentially graphic. Egyptian sculpture was made to be read, like the 
Egyptian pictorial script It kept this limited character for three millen¬ 
niums, into the Ptolemaic period. Only the relatively small bronze or 
[57» 5®> wooden servant statues, votive tomb figures, and folk art in general offer 
142,143I any exception to this rigid limitation of plastic feeling. 

In this connection, the German art historian, Alois Riegl, invented 
the term "space shyness," and certainly the Egyptians were shy of 
space. It plays no part in their architecture nor in any of their suhordi- 
nate arts, and all their arts, as I have previously pointed out, were sub¬ 
ordinate to architecture. There are, however, two senses in which we 
speak of space shyness: space as a practical necessity, to which we 
fan react on a merely sensational level, and space as a concept, to 
whicdi we react emotionally and spiritually. Worringer, who defines 
space as metaphysical consciousness, argues that the Eg^rptians were 
not aware of space in this second sense and that they were neutral and 
indifferent to the very idea. Their space shyness, therefore, was a form 
of inarticulateness. They were like children who have not yet discov¬ 
ered that space exists, except as a relationship between groups of ob¬ 
jects. The same, with some qualifications, ts true of the Creeks. "Ac¬ 
cording to Aristotle," observes a modem physicist, C. F, von Weizsacker, 
"the world is finite in extent. In ib center is the ball-shaped earth, ib 
outer boundary is the sphere of the fixed stars, Oubide that sphere 
there is no thing and hence no place, since every place is the place of 
some thing. The idea of space as such, existing even if it is not filled by 
something, was unknown to the Greeks—with the exception of the 
atomistic school." 

In accordance with this essentially practical and limited concep- 

jj. C. F, voo WeizsaicVet, Hiitory of Nature. 
tr. Fred D. Wink (Ciik«g» «ad LockIcki, 1949), p. ^ 
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tioD of space, we get the characteristic of Greek sculpture that has been 
called "the law of frontality,” which is really no "law" at all hut merely 
a limitation of sensibility. The development of Greek sculpture is often 
represented as an age-long struggle with this very problem, "The agile 
mind of the Greek * writes E>r, Richter, "determined to wrestle with 
these problems [of modeling and perspective]. Not content with what 
had been accomplished before him, he was eager to solve new prob¬ 
lems, and so he started out on his adventure of representing a human 
body in all manner of postures, with bones and muscles correctly in¬ 
dicated, in proper relation and in right perspective, both in the round 
and in relief. To a pioneer in the field it was a formidable task. But 
with infinite patience the Greek artist accomplished it, and his solution 
of these problems was like the removal of shackles which had hampered 
the free development of art for generations. Thenceforward the road 
was clear. In a century or two we pass from the Apollo of Tenea to the 
Idolmo, from the Nike of Delos to the Nike of Faionios, from the Spar¬ 
tan ancestor relief to the Hegeso stele." 

I have already admitted, in Chapter II, that for reasons that have 
little to do with any conception of space the Greek sculptor arrived at 
a completely realistic rendering of the human body image. Yet apart 
from this narcissistic form of projection, this re-creation of the self, 
Greek sculpture remained either bound to architecture, as in the Par¬ 
thenon frieze, or anchored in some way to the earth. The Hegeso stele, 
mentioned by Dr, Richter, is a case in point. It represents the acme of 
the Greek sculptor’s skill, but the figures, in all their grace and realism, 
remain prisoners within the architectural framework of the stele. This 
may be taken as a symbol of all Greek sculpture and indeed of aU sculp¬ 
ture down to our own period. Rven at the end of the nineteenth 

u. Giseh M, A, Ridittf. The Saiptwe and 
Sadpton of die Greek$ {New Heven aod London, 1930), p. 24. 
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century, in 1893, we find the Gernian sculptor Adolf Hildebrand, in his 
famous treatise on sculpture, exercising all his ingenuity to establish 
the two-dimensional unity of the relief as a standard for all the plastic 
arts. He ealU it an unchangeable law of art, and he says further that 
The thousandfold judgments and movements of our observatiDn find 
in tfiis mode of presentation their stability and clearness. It is an essen¬ 
tia] to all artistic form, be it in a landscape or in the portrayal of a head. 
In this way the visual content is universally arranged, bound together, 
and put in repose. Through aU figurative art this idea is the same, the 
one guiding thought It acts always as a general condition and require¬ 
ment to which all dse is subordinate, in which everything finds a place 
and a unity." '* 

What we may call the visual prejudice cannot go farther. It is true 
that Hildebrand is prepared to free relief from its dependence on archi¬ 
tecture; but his real object is to eliminate all sense impressions save 
those given in visual contemplation from a fixed point of view. Such a 
result can be achieved only by ignoring the palpabUity of the sculp¬ 
tured object and by confining the senses within a pictorial framework. 
This sense of imprisonment, of restraint, may become still clearer if we 
tai-251 turn abruptly to a consideration of Gothic sculpture. As sculpture it was 
gradually and profoundly influenced by the Greek ideal of humanism; 
it also remained, as sculpture, completely subordinated to architecture. 
Of course, the general architectonic conception had changed. Not only 
had the medieval architect become aware of space as a separate entity, 
but also he was fascinated by its metaphysical implications, by the 
problem of infinite extension. How he managed to suggest in the struc¬ 
ture of his building this quahty, this metaphysical sensibilLty, is another 
story that does not concern us now. When his feehng for space became 

1% The Ptohtem of Form Fainting Ri^bert Mottis Green (snd eda.^ New 
and SvtdfOiire, tr. Eod rev. with tihe Yodt, 194 S)p 
Author's co^peratEDn by Mas. Meyer fttid 
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coherent and conscious, he could no longer tolerate the imprisonment 
of sculpture in the architectural framework. The sculptured figures 
were freely accommodated within that framework, but they remain 
guests at their ease in such heavenly mansions. They are ”at home** in 
their niches and seem free to leave if the spirit so moves themp In the 
mature Gothic style* they perch in the tracery like birds poised for [aj] 
Bight. Decorativelyt however* they are stil! a unity with the architec¬ 
ture and contribute their share to its total lucid effect. Even at Char¬ 
tres, where the earlier Portail Royal represents a complete subordina- 
tion of the sculpture to an overriding architectonic purpose, there is no 
contradiction between the structural and tlie sculptural functions of the 
figures P One can hardly say the same of Greek caiy'atids; the caryatids 
of the Erechtheum, for example* seem to be imprisoned by the weight [20I 
they support. 

There are other important distinctions to be made between Greek 
and Gothic sculpture, to w^Mch I hope to return in a kter chapter, but 
none is so striking as thijs spatial element that was denied to Greek 
sculpture but in which Gothic sculptme began to stir restlessly* As a 
chief consequence* the Gothic sculptor was able to express the iEuslon 
of movement, a subject I must postpone discussing for the moment. 

What the Gothic sculptor did not achieve* any more than did the Egj'p- 
tian or the Greek sculptor, was the complete emancipation of sculpture 
from architecture, and to this decisive achievement 1 shall devote the 
remainder of the present chapter. 

We have already noted that for the Greeks there was no concept 
of ‘ space^ but only of ''place/* '"Every body is at a place.” Such was their 
theory' of physics, and accordingly they believed^ in a literal sense, that 
every body should have a place. Mental habits that would produce 
simil ar effects Were characteristic of medieAi'^ scholasticism. One of 
these was the convention of moni/erfafio or clarification, which, ac¬ 
cording to Professor Panofsky, resulted in just such a subordination of 
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parts to the whole in Gothic architecture." One cannot emphasize too 
strongly that the objet dTort, as a detached and independent thing, 
transportable or movable in space, is foreign to the Greek and Gothic 
civilizations; it is a peculiarly modem conception, the expression of a 
new change of human attitude. 

The detachment and isolation of the objet dart is a consequence 
of that growth of a sense and of a philosophy of individualism that has 
been studied by Burckhardt and others. Conformity to an ideal, to a 
canon of art, had been characteristic of all previous epochs of art. Even 
before Descartes based a philosophy on his a&mation cogito ergo sunt, 
the artist had dared to say to himself; creo ergo sum. The medieval 
artist might have a particular genius, a unique quality of expressiveness, 
but bis creative archievements did not relate to any idea of his own 
personality, Eather they were the results of a discovery of some new 
aspect of God's creation, a revelation of the divine in nature. Man had 
to situate the divinity within his own breast before he could claim that 
his originality was the expression of a unique self. Once the artist had 
reached that conviction, he no longer wished to sink his individual crea¬ 
tion into some complex logical structure such as a cathedral, where his 
individuality was lost in the collective ideal. He began to set his work 
on its own isolated pedestal and to invite admiration lor this work of 
art as an expression of his own skiU, of his own personality or of his oum 
ideal of beauty. 

This parturition was not achieved without difficulty. It involved 
not merely a secularization of ait and a declaration of the independ¬ 
ence and separate entity of individual achievements but also an inner 
reorganization of the work of art thus rendered independent of a sup- 

14. Eiwiii Pvrafslcy, Gc^ie AnfiAHet- Jum, XXI (Apr., 194S}, 141-57, "Ftand*- 
and Wlminer L«s can Philcsopiiy and ^thlc Ait^" Iden- 

ttire 1&49: Lptfobe, Fimna.p 19 ^ 1 )^ Cf, logical Differences and Wodd Cider^ ed, 
Robert Cdnudlt 'The Theoretical Attitude F. 5 . d Northrop (New Hivenp 1949)r 
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porting background. The £rst process has been considered in some de^ 
tail by art historians; I refer in particular to Dr. Frederick Antal s study, 
Ftofcntinc Poin/ing and Us Social Background. Antal shows how in the 
early fifteenth century the leading painters and sculptors gradually won 
a new social status for themselves so that they ceased to be artisans 
under the instruction of their patrons and became free artists with what 
Dr, Antal calls an “upper-middle-class mentality. This seculari2ation of 
art and the emancipation of the artist were developments that enabled 
the artist to meet the snobbish requirements of the new burgher class. 
Artists were required to make not only portraits of the burghers or their 
wives, but also cossoni, bridal caskets, birthday platters, and other such 
commemorative objects that, though stdl treated as part of the furni¬ 
ture of the house and not as works of art giving independent aesthetic 
satisfaction, nevertheless did liberate artists from official and ecclesias¬ 
tical patronage and allowed them to develop and to express their own 
personalities in their work. Antal also shows how the particular artists 
who thus began to separate themselves from the mass of craftsmen 
**w'ere, characteristically enough, the same whose interests were mainly 
in scientific and technical questions. What was fomerly technical skill 
was put more and more to the service of scientific innovation, based on 
theoretical knowledge; for it was by establishing a theoretical and sci¬ 
entific foundation for itself that art could obtain greater social recogni¬ 
tion, could free itself from the crafts, and so those who practised it 
could rise from the condition of artisans close to the upper middle class. 
In this context, pioneering importance attached to the techmcai and 
mathematical studies of BruneUeschi. particularly those on perspective. 
This architect and engineer, who was so deeply interested in technical 
and mathematical questions and also demonstrated the appUcation of 
linear perspective to painting, already worked , . . with theoretical sci¬ 
entists. Masaccio. Donatello. UoceUo. and Ghiberti directed their 
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iDteiests towards the same subjects: technics, optics, and perspec¬ 
tive" 

How much they understood of these questions and how scientifi¬ 
cally they applied their knowledge to their arts is another question, to 
which 1 shall return shortly. Let us first note, however, that the curios¬ 
ity newly awakened in these artists, which was historical as well as sci¬ 
entific, led them to a study of the art of the ancient world and partic¬ 
ularly to a study of Greek sculpture- Ghiberti in his Commentani tells 
us that he began about this time—the mid-fifteenth ceutury’~to collect 
specimens of antique sculpture. The same is true of Donatello, and 
“Brunelleschi and Donatello were the first artists to go to Rome for the 
express purpose of studying antique art. 

What is significant about this development is that for the first time 
artists are found contemplating pieces of sculpture—monuments, not 
amulets—fls detached works of art, are found collecting them and ap¬ 
preciating them irrespective of the architectural function for which 
they were originally conceived and executed- There was, however, a 
time lag between the conception of a free-standing statue and the dis¬ 
covery of an aesthetics appropriate to such sculpture- The fragments 
from antiquity were, after all, fragments of a sculpture whose aesthetics 
had already been determined by an architectural function. These sculp¬ 
tors of the early Renaissance did not yet dare to conceive of an eman¬ 
cipated art. Their first independent figures, works like Donatello's 
[86] Vaoid of 1408-9, even if not actually executed for an architectural set¬ 
ting, a niche designed by some architect, were nevertheless inspired by 
antique works that had had such a function. The whole conception of 
such a figure as this, actually conceived for a setting in the Piazza della 
Signoria. or of the same sculptor's Judith and Hohfernes is, to borrow 

15. (London, 1947)1 p- 37®- ordered for the Duomo at Floren£e b 

16, Ibid-, p 377. 140® fcul fcHind ta bfr too small b 
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an excellent tenn from Jolw Siimmerson, aedicuhir** The statue was 
thought of not merely as occupying a niche or an architectnral frame; it 
was conceived as an object viewed standing in a niche and therefore 
always viewed frontally. That we unconsciously acquiesce in the Ren¬ 
aissance attitude toward its sculpture will be discovered by anyone who 
tries to obtain photographs of these statues taken from any but a frontal 
point of view. 

How difficult escaping from this law of frontality proved to be 
is illustrated by the story of the conunissioning of Michelangelo s David 
of 1501-4, which comes almost a full century later than Donatello^s [9^^-9S] 
first David* We know that Michelangelo carved thfs colossal statue 
without any site in mind, because a commission was appointed, after 
the work had been completed, to decide on a site in Florence; and the 
commission not being able to agree, the sculptor himself was left to 
select a site. Even in this case we must assume that all the time Michel¬ 
angelo conceived his work as erected agtainst an architectural back¬ 
ground and as producing its optimaJ effect from a single point of view. 

WoMin points out that when the original statue was moved from its 
exposed position by the Palaiao Vecchio into the shelter of a museum, 
and a bronze cast was substituted for it, ''a most unhappy position was 
chosen for this, illustrating the present-day lack of a sense of style. The 


, oap of ^0 w'orld’s noblest master- ptojilt: "It has been satisfactorily shown, 
pteoea. It Is pexhaps the first really free- by Male, Lasteyiio and others, that tha 
standuiff nud? figure to ^ iiiade since re-entiy of figufe^-sculphife tato architfie^ 
Classic^ tLaie$; <nrcii Clua Adam of tiue in the R^n^csqiic cbuiches of the 

the XUIth Mfitufy, now in the Mow de i llh cenhuy was conditioned by the 
Cluny, is only etme^ved to be seen froiaa scylptats" familianty with mebal-wofk^ 
QUO side,** Sir Erie Maclagan, Italian mantiscriptt and other objects of art: the 
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Eliot Norton Leotures^ 1917-^; Cam- thu Gothic ref^olutiun in the middle of the 
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tor my geneiul iheSii that the true ae*- infarMd or given renewed vitallly from 
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bronze was set up in the middle of a large open space, so that one gets 
the most monstrous views of the figure before one sees him properly. 
In its own day, immediately after it was finished, the question of a site 
for the statue was referred to a committee of artists, whose memoran- 
dum still exists: they were unanimous that it must be related to a wall- 
surface, either in tbe Loggia dei Lanzi or near the door of the Palazzo 
della Signoria. Tbe figure requires this, for it is entirely worVed m 
planes to be seen from the front and not from all sidesi^a central posi¬ 
tion is most calculated to emphasize its ugly qualities,"'' 

Michelangelo was weU aware of the unique problems that beset 
the sculptor in any attempt to realize a three-dimensional object in 
space. There is, however, little in his recorded statements on the art of 
sculpture that is theoretical in nature. In answering Benedetto Varchi s 
famous questionnaire about the relative merits of painting and sculp 
hire, be welcomed Barchi's own view that any superiority was not due 
to the nature of the art but rather to the judgment and ability of the 
artist, whatever tbe medium. He does express the view that "painting 
should be considered excellent in proportion as it approaches the effect 
of relief, while relief should be considered bad in proportion as it ap 
pioaches the effect of painting."®' From this we may deduce that 
Michelangelo’s ideal in sculpture was to get away from a pictorial or 
painterly effect, a deducUon that is supported by his further distinc¬ 
tion, made in the same letter to Varchi. between the sort of sculpture 
executed by cutting away from the block and the sort executed by 
building up or modeling, which, Michelangelo says, resembles painting. 

The general view of the period is best expressed by Benvenuto 
Cellini in his answer to Varchi’s questionnaire. Sculpture, says Cellini, 


is seven times as great as any other art based on design, because a 
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statue has eight show-sides and they should be equally good.*' "A paint¬ 
ing is nothing more than one of the eight principal views required of 
a statue. And this is so because when a worthy artist wants to model a 
figure—either nude, or draped, or otherwise ... he will take some clay 
or wax and begin to fashion his graceful figme. I say ‘graceful’ because 
beginning from the front view, before making up his mind, he often 
raises, lowers, pulls forwards and backwards, bends and straightens 
every hmb of the said figure. And once he is satisfied with the front 
view, he will turn his figure sideways—which is another of the four 
principal views—and more often than not he will find that his figure 
looks far less graceful, so that he will be forced to undo that first fine 
aspect he had decided upon, in order to make it agree with this new 
aspect.. . . 

These views are not only eight, but more than forty, because even 
if the figure be rotated no more than an inch, there will be some muscle 
showing too much or not enough, so that each single piece of sculpture 
presents the greatest variety of aspects imaginable. And thus the artist 
himself compelled to do away with the gracefulness that he had 
achieved in the first view in order to harmonize it with all the others. 
This difficulty is so great that no figure has ever been known to look 
right from every direction.” ^ 

This statement of Cellini's illustrates perfectly the visual prejudice 
of Renaissance sculpture. In a later chapter we shall see that this preju¬ 
dice is associated with the desire to give an illusion of movement to the 
statue; for the present 1 want to emphasize that it inevitably leads to 
a painterly conception of sculpture, to a conception of sculpture as a 
coherence of surfaces rather than as a realization of mass. Michelangelo 
did, I believe, instinctively reject this illusionist approach to the object 

ai. Ibji, pp. 305-206, teuifum (Flareow, 1857), pp. ii 7 - 
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in space, Wc are toW tliat he delighted not only in looldng at antique 
sculptures hut also in running his fingers over their subtle surfaces. 
Still, "over the surfat^" is not the full palpable grasp of the mass in 
space, and Michelangelo’s sculpture never became in this sense "free," 
Hodin pointed out that nearly all Michelangelos figures are conceived 
not as a self-subsisting harmony or equilibrium of parts balanced 
against each other in graceful unity but rather as a vanant of the con- 
[94 t 9 S] tha t is to say, as a projecting bracket that seems to imply the sup¬ 

port of the waU behind it. The legs are bent outwards, the thorax 
curved inwards to give a tense and even tortured attitude that seemed 
to Rodin to have much in common with the art of the Middle Ages and 
to reflect a medieval anxiety or torment of the spirit.®* Whatever the 
expressive significance of such forms, and 1 see no reason to question 
Rodin's interpretation, this technical observation co(nfirms the hypoth¬ 
esis that the free placing of sculpture in space had not been achieved 
by the end of the sixteenth century, not even by Michelangelo, Again, 
as in Greece and Egypt, it was only in and through KleinplastiK small 
objects that can actually be handled, that sculpture became emanci¬ 
pated from all architectonic and utilitarian purposes and conceived as 
an independent plastic art. 

Before developing this thesis that the art of sculpture in its com¬ 
plete aesthetic integrity had to grow from sculpture in miniature, let us 
glanf>P at the path of decadence that set in after Michelangelo’s death. 
The seeds of that decadence bad already been sown by Leonardo. That 
Leonardo despised the art of sculpture is evident from the terms in 
which he speaks of it. He cannot bide his disdain of an art that de¬ 
manded physical strength, that caused, as he said, "much perspiration 
which mingling with the grit turns into mud," The sculptor s face "is 
pasted and smeared all over with marble powder, making him look like 

ApgtLSte Rodin, Art, tr^ Fieach of Paul Gsell 
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a baker* and he is covered with miDute chips as if emerging from a 
snowstonn, and his dw'elUng is dirfy and filled with dost and chips of 
stone, t , How different is the painter's lot. . * ^ He is well dressed and 
handles a hghl brush dipped in delightful color* He is arrayed in the 
garments he fancies, and his home is clean and filled with delightful 
pictures, and he often enjoys the accompaniment of music or the com¬ 
pany of men of letters who read to him from various beautiful works 
to w'hich he can listen without the interference of hammering and other 
noises.'^ ** 

Leonardo's snobbish prejudice is matched by an intellectual onei 
^'In the first place, sculpture is dependent on certain lights, namely 
those from above, while a picture canies everywhere with it its own 
light and shades light and shade therefore are essential to sculpture. 
In this respect, the sculptor is aided by the nature of the relief, which 
produces these of its own accord, but the painter artificially creates 
them by his art in places where nature would normally do the like. 
The sculptor cannot render the difference in the varying natures of 
the colors of objects; painting does not fail to do so in any particular. 
The lines of perspective of sculptors do not seem in any way true; those 
of painters may appear to extend a hundred miles beyood the work 
itself* The effects of aerial perspective are outside the scope of sculptors' 
work; they can neither represent transparent bodies nor luminous bodies 
nor angles of reflection nor shining bodies such as mirrors and like 
things of glittering surface, nor mists, nor dull weather, nor an mfimte 
number of things which I forbear to mention lest tiiey should prove 
wearisome ” ^ 

Such an argument is a typical example of the logical fallacy known 
as petifio principiL^ It assumes that the aims of painting and sculpture 
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are the same and that they are but different means oE achieving the 
same end, which Leonardo gave as the imitation of all the visible works 
of nature^ Berenson's “higher coefficient of reality. Throughout aB 
Leonardo’s writings cm ti^ere is the supposition that art is a mirror 
held up to nature and that the work of art is most praiseworthy that 
is most like the thing represented. Even when Leonardo admits that 
the painter may have the duty to represent states of mind, then he must 
translate these too into observable actions. “A good painter, he says, 

“is to paint two main tilings, namely, man and the working of man s 
mind The first is easy, the second difficult, for it is to he represented 
through the gestures and movements of the limbs. And these may best 
be learned from the dumb, who make them more clearly than any other 
sort of men ” ^ This recommendation, to resort to the dumb for an 
adequate expression of states of mind, we may compare with our resort 
to the blind for an adequate expression of haptic sensadnns. 

The real prejudice underlying Leonardo’s approach to art is the 
visual one, which in itself is closely related to an intellectual prejudice 
—the desire not just to realize or represent but to understand and to 
explain the works of nature. It led, in one direction, to the anatomy . 
of the human figure, and £ need not remind the reader how much time 
and industry Leonardo devoted to this sdentifio study. In the other 
direction his intellectual prejudice led to the study of perspective, and 
in that blind alley all sense of the palpable and ponderable qualities of 
the object were lost. 

The theories of perspective developed by Brunelleschi and others 
in the fifteenth century had an iimnertse effect on all the arts. However 
beneficial these influences may have been on architecture and painting 
—and I have my doubts about the effects of their influence on the 
latter art—in sculpture their effects were disastrous. We do not always 

37. Cm Bush der Materei, ti Hefnrieli Ludwig (Vienna. 1882), p. si6; 
quoted in Artiits on Art, p, 5^. 
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realize that the theory of perspective developed in the fifteenth cen¬ 
tury is a scientific convention; it is merely one way of describing space 
and has no absolute vahdity, G. R. Kemodle has shown how the theory 
was applied to the box-frame of the Renaissance theater, and the 
painter's frame is just such an arbitrary rectangle through which one 
sees an imaginary scene disposed in depth.*® Such was the perspective [71] 
imposed on the sculptor. Instead of situating his objects in a space to be 
directly realized by tbe senses, he was required to imitate the painter 
to the extent of situating his objects in an illusoiy frame of reference, 
perspeetival space. This perversion of the primary haptic sensibili^ 
is very obvious in the stucco and bronze reliefs of tbe period. A molded 
frame serves as a proscenium, the scenery is disposed within architec¬ 
tural “wings,*’ and the “space” is then cut off and contained by an archi¬ 
tectural “backcloth." Within this box the figures perform as on an 
actual stage but frozen in some particular attitude. The sculptor im¬ 
agined that he had created the illusion of space, but what is "space" 
in this sense but o space, a “place" in the Greek sense, and essentially 
a pictorial artifice? The same illusion was aimed at in reliefs less theatri¬ 
cal in their conception, as in Desiderio's The Young Christ with St John 
the Baptist. 

What should be equally evident is that any sculptor who starts out 
with painterly prejudices tends to approach his three-dimensional task 
from the same theatrical point of view. He is situating his object in an 
artificial box, the front of which may be “read off” with purely visual 
faculties just as we “read off" a painted picture. The object faces an 
audience, and as in a piece of scenery on the stage what is TWt seen 
need not correspond with what is seen. It is difficult to illustrate this 
divergence in sculptural quality in a book, but several of our plates 
give more rhnn one view of a piece of Renaissance sculpture, and a 

28 . Ftvm Art 19 Tkentert Form and Ccm- 
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striking difference in tactile values as between the front and the back 
is obvious. The Creek law of frontality—Hildebrand's "unchangeable 
law of nahire”—persisted throughout the entire Renaissance period. 

If the artist has succeeded by these means in giving us aesthetic 
satisfaction, what harm, we may ask, is done? For centuries the West¬ 
ern world has admired thiii kind of sculpture. Must we now be robbed 
of OUT simple pleasures? Of course not^ as one kind of sculpture, giving 
a speciffc though a limited pleasure, the typical reliefs of the Renais^ 
sance are justified. The aesthetics of relief sculpture cannot be wholly 
identified with those of painting. There are problems of texture, of the 
conveyance of three-dimensional qualities by means of actual li^t and 
shade rather than by color and chiaroscuro, that distinguish a carved 
or modeled relief from a panel painting of the same period. Into his 
[io3f-io61 reliefs, such as the Lomenfotion in the Vietoria and Albert Museum, and 
the later panels on the pulpit in San Loreuao, Donatello put all the ex¬ 
pressive power of which a "pamterly” art is capable, but the rebefs re¬ 
main essentially painterly (mnlerisch). Is 1 hope to show in subsequent 
chapters of this book, there are other qualities that can be conveyed 
onhf by the art of sculpture, but by an art of sculpture completely 
emancipated from painterly prejudices. 
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The Realization of Mass 


The di^dnctioD between sight-space and touch-space, to which I re¬ 
ferred at the beginning of the last chapter, had the effect of disengag¬ 
ing, from the purely visual apprehension of reality, the quantity known 
as volume or bulk. If. in addition to touching an object, we lift it or 
try to lift it, we get a sensation of its ponderability or mass. We may 
have an intuition of ponderability without actually lifting the object, 
merely from our generalized knowledge of the relative weight of such 
materials as marhle, clay, bronze, and lead. 

Our knowledge of an object is complete only when we have ex¬ 
hausted all our sensational reactions to it. Taste and smell are normally 
excluded from the aesthetic field. Sound is so distinctive as a sensa¬ 
tion that the aesthetics of music has its separate vocabulary, and we 
can Only trace analogies between this art and other arts. But the other 
two sensations, sight and touch, are both actively engaged in our aes¬ 
thetic experiences, and it is often very difficult in any given case to 
dissociate entirely our visual reactions from our tactile reactions. Even 
when one organ is not directly involved, as when we look at a surface. 
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a whole series of associations based on the tactile knowledge of surfaces 
may be aroused. It is a false simplificatioa to base the various arts 
on any one sensatioUr for what actually takes place, in any given experi¬ 
ence, is a chain reaction or Gestattkreis in which one sensation touches 
off and involves other sensations, either by memory association or by 
actual sensory motor connections. An art owes its particularity to the 
emphasis or preference given to any one organ of sensation. If sculpture 
has any such particularity, it is to he distinguished from painting as 
the plastic art that gives preference to tactile sensations as against 
visual sensations, and it is precisely when this preference is clearly 
stated that sculpture attains its highest and its unique aesthetic values. 
This peculiarity does not mean, of course, that we can discount our 
visual reactions to sculpture; nor does it mean that we refuse any aes¬ 
thetic value to sculpture that is visually conceived. We are seeking the 
basic principles of this art, and these, I contend, involve tactile sensa¬ 
tions. 

Jean Piaget has shown, in one of his fascinating studies of the 
mental development of the child, how the child arrives at a quantifica¬ 
tion of qualities—how be passes from the conception of number and 
numerical relations such as the relation of parts to the whole (quanti¬ 
ties that may be called ’'intensive*' or logical), to a conception of 
’’extensive'' quantities such as weight and physical volume. The con¬ 
scious awareness of these sensations, like the awarmiess of space that 
we dealt with in the last chapter, is not gfven at birth: it has to be 
acquired by a patient process of learning,^ A child does not take long 
to learn that an object is solid or heavy or that it emits light or heat. 
Not merely the measurement of these quantities, however, but a com¬ 
parative estimate of them is only sbwly evolved. Our knowledge of the 
external world is due to a gradual sorting out and comparison of such 
quantitative estimates. 

1, Jean Fisget and BaH>el Inbdder, Le D^celoppement 
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Consciousness is selectively and people can be divided into psycho¬ 
logical tj'pes according to the predominance of any one sensation in the 
imagination. Thus there are visual tactile typeSp and audile 

types. There is perhaps a normal type in whose mind the imagery due 
to the vaiiotis sensatioiis is evenly or appropriately mixed, but there can 
be no doubt that the acuteness of some one type of imagery determines 
whether an artist becomes a poet,* a musiciaii, a painter, or a scuJptor. 
Similarly, the strength of our reactions to one or another of these arts, 
our particular preference among the arts, is due to the relative acute¬ 
ness to ourselves of one type of imagination. We may expect, therefore, 
to find visual tj'pes who have no appreciation of the tactile values of 
sculpture; and as I suggested at the end of the preceding chapter, 
we may even find ^Tsual artists lilce Leonardo who conceive and execute 
sculpture with a predominantly visual equipment. It was Hildebrand’s 
contention, in his treatise The Ptohletn of F orm in Pointing snd Sculp¬ 
ture, that the unity essential to a work of art can be achieved only in 
vision and that the sculptor strives to accommodate his three-dimen¬ 
sional forms to the visual ease of a two-dimensional surface. That is the 
heresy 1 wish to contest in this chapter. My intention is to show that 
sculpture owes its individuality as an art to unique plastic quahties, 
to the possession and exploitation of a special kind of sensibihly. Its 
uniqueness consists in its reali2ation of an integral mass to actual space. 
The sensibility required for this effort of realization has nothing in 
common with visual perception, i.e., with the visual impression of a 
three-dimensional form on a two-dimensional plane. 

The specificaUy plastic sensibility is, 1 believe, more complex than 
the SpecificaUy visual sensibility. It involves three factors: a sensation 
of the tactile quality of surfaces; a sensation of volume as denoted 
by plane surfaces; and a synthetic realization of the mass and ponder¬ 
ability of the object. 


1. Thp pMl is i specid case, perhaps, 
because ihere are * vlsuel” as well as 


"aittsical” (audile) poets, and no doubt a 
good poet is fairly iti all bis senses. 
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It is very difSralt to convey the nature of these sensations by 
descriptive words or even by photographic iUtiistrations. Ideally each 
reader of this volume should be provided, at this stage, with a piece of 
sculpture to hug, cuddle, fondle—primitive verbs that indicate a desire 
to treat an object with plastic sensibility. 

A sensibility to surface quality is involved in other arts. Even the 
surface quahty of a painting has considerable aesthetic signiScance, as 
we may re alis e if we oompare the surface of a painting by Rembrandt 
with the surface of a painting by Vermeer, Surface is one of the ele¬ 
ments of a painting's “facture.” Even the surface quality of a sheet of 
paper used for a drawing or an engraving or even for writing, is of 
considerable aesthetic importance. Surface plays its part in at! metal¬ 
work and ironwork, in jewelry and tejdtiles, and is of supreme impor¬ 
tance in the art of pottery. It would not be necessary to insist on the 
aesthetic significance of surface impressions in sculpture had there not 
I iigl grown up during and since the Renaissance a convention based on the 
ideals of the Hellenistic decadence. This convention systematically 
tended toward the denaturing of all materials and toward the choice of 
certain materials, hke pure white marble, devoid of any surface irregu¬ 
larities and therefore not emphasizing the materiality of tbe sculptural 
mass. The problem is not one of smoothness: smoothness, polish, and a 
[120,121, sdntiUating surface can be used for aesthetic effect, as in certain Ren- 
135-127] aissance bronzes. Pieces such as these exploit tbe smooth surface as a 
reflector of light, producing an effect 1 shall discuss at greater length 
in a latex chapter. In the typical academic statue of white marble, 
however, the surface is monotonous and dead. The object seems to be 
to produce the visual impression of a plane surface shaded like white 
paper. To secure the opposite effect-to call attention to mass-the mod- 
[305) eru sculptor tends either to use stones that are mottled or striated or to 
leave a rougher surface, even one showing the marks of his chisel or 
hammer. He has to a large extent abandoned the immaculate marbles 
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of the pseudodassical tradition and uses instead a wide variety of stone, 
wood, metal, or indeed any materia! that offers a surface aesthetically 
stimulating, especially to the tactile sensibility. 

Still, important as they are, there is nothing specifically sculptural 
about such surface aesthetics, so let us pass to the more difficult prob¬ 
lem of volume. 

Rodin related, in his conversations with Paul GseU, how he came 
to realize the importance of relief in sculpture. This subject was taught 
to him by a sculptor called Constant, and one day Constant was watch¬ 
ing Rodin as he modeled in clay a capital decorated with foliage. 

“Rodin," he said to the young student, “you are going about that 
in the wrong way. All your leaves seem flat. That is why they do not 
look teal. Mate some with the tips pointed at you, so that, in seeing 
them, one has the sensation of depth." 

Rodin followed his advice and was amazed at the results he 

obtained. 

“Always remember w'hat I am about to tell you," Constant went 
on to say, “Henceforth, when j-ou carve, never see the form in length, 
but always in thickness. Never consider a surface except as the ex¬ 
tremity of a volume, as tlie point, more or less large, which it directs 
toward you. In that way will you acquire the science of modeling.” 

This principle, said Rodin, had quite astonishing results: 'T applied 
it to the execution of figures. Instead of imagining the different parts 
of a body as surfaces more or less flat, I represented them as projec- 
tures of interior volumes. I forced myself to express in each swelling 
of the torso or of the limbs the efflorescence of a muscle or of a bone 
which lay deep beneath the skin. And so the truth, of my figures, instead 
of being merely superficial, seems to blossom from within to the outside, 
like life itself." ® 

Rodin's observation may seem simple, even naive to those who are 
3. Art, Ir. Mis, HomlUy Feden 191s). PP^ 
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acciiFtoined to the art of sculpture either as sculptors or as amateurs. 
Nevertheless for the average person brought up to approach every work 
of art with binocular vision, this kind of vision, from depth to surface 
or from surface to depth, requires a new effort, a re-education of the 
senses. 

Even more difficult is the third aesthetic effort of apprehension 
involved in the art of sculpture, what I have caEed a synthetic realiza¬ 
tion of the mass and ponderability of the object This sensation is com¬ 
paratively easy to convey in the case of small objects. We feel the hard 
roundness of the pingpong hall and may even get an aesthetic satisfac- 
tion from that sensation. We react aestheticaffy to the feel of the handle 
of a stick flTi d to many other solid objects that we habitually use. The 
[^o] Chinese and Japanese have developed a class of small objects carved 
out of such materials as jade, amber, and ivory, some of which are carried 
in the pocket and fondled from time to time. Some people treasure 
pebbles in this way, and a few pieces of modem sculpture have been 
produced with the intention that they be fondled. 

This sensation of palpabibty, so evident in the small object, is felt 
by the sculptor toward his carving, whatever its size. It is one of the 
essential faculties engaged in the appreciation of sculpture. In his de¬ 
scription of the mental process here involved which I quoted in the 
Introduction, Henry Moore has emphasised ibis sense of physical pos¬ 
session. The sculptor “gets the solid shape, as it were, inside his head— 
he thinks of it, whatever its size, as if he were holding it completely 
enclosed in the hollow of his hand. He mentally visualizes a complex 
form from all round itself; he knows while he looks at one side w'hat 
the other side is like; he identifies himself with its center of gravity, 
its mass, its weight; he realizes its volume, as the space that the shape 
displaces in the air,” * 

4, Heiuy Moore. "Notw 00 S«ilptu«,“ and Drateinga (and edti.. Now York, 
in Herbert 'Read, Henry Moone: SnJpiure p. xL 
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On the same occasion, Henry Moore made a generalization that 
will serve as our point of departure for a consideration of the historical 
development of these qualities in the art of sculpture. Since the , 
Gothic,** he said, "European sculpture had become overgrown with 
moss, weeds—aU sorts of surface excrescences which completely con¬ 
cealed shape. It has been Brancusi s special mission to get rid of this 
overgrowth, and to make ns once more shape-conseious, To do this he 
h fts had to concentrate on very simple direct shapes, to keep his sculp¬ 
ture, as it were, one*cylindered, to refine and polish a single shape 
to a degree almost too precious.** Moore then went on to claim that 
it was no longer necessary thus to restrict sculpture to the sin^e 
(static) form unit.** Several forms of varied sizes, sections, and direo- 
tions could be related and combined into one organic whole. 

Obviously the need to grasp the sculptured object in its palpable 
unity will impose certain limits on the art of sculpture. It cannot 
become too complex, too articulated, or even too large without sacrific¬ 
ing this aesthetic quality. Perhaps for this reason the greatest sculpture 
always has a certain compactness. Michelangelo, whose work has this 
compactness, said that only those works were good that could be 
rolled from the top to the bottom of a mountain without breaking. Such 
irrefragabiUty not many Greek masterpieces possess; when we think 
of Greek sculpture, we tend to visualize a torso that accidentally has 
lost its head and at least a couple of limbs. Our own bias merely con¬ 
firms the visual bias of Greek sculpture, its oonfonnity to that law of 
frontality that evaded the difficulties inherent in any realization of 
integral mass. For the sake of compactness and superficial integrity, [193] 

liinbs may be deliberately omitted^ 

In order to achieve this integral feeling for volume and mass, two 
steps were necessary: the emancipation of sculpture from its archit« 
tural background or function, and reduction to a scale that enables 

S, Ibid., p. Jdl- 
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the sculptor to grasp the material in his hands. 1 have already dealt 
with the first step; in general, sculpture had to wait for economic devel¬ 
opments that created a demand for small portable pieces. Even in 
Egypt and Greece, however, and farther afield in China and Mexico, a 
demand had always existed for small cult objects, tomb figurines, clay 
dolls, ornaments, and jewelry, which gave rise to a class of objects of 
miniature size. Sometimes these are merely symbolic icons of no aes¬ 
thetic interest, mass-produced and slurred in execution, but the best of 
the Chinese tomb figures (Tang Dynasty, 618-906), the Gredc Tana- 
gra figuiines, the Eg)'ptian so-called servant statues, and the Mexi¬ 
can cult objects have a complete plastic integrity and must be considered 
as works of sculpture that fully satisfy our aesthetic criteria. Once one is 
rid of the prejudice of monurnentality, whole groups of objects not nor¬ 
mally classified as sculpture take on sculptural significance. The ancient 
Chinese bronze vessels, for example, were made by a process that is 
essentially sculptural: a model of the vessel was first modeled in wax over 
a core of clay, and the decoration was applied in relief. The final decora¬ 
tive details were carved or incised on this wax model The model was 
then covered with several coatings of liquid clay, each in its turn being 
allowed to dry. The coated wax model was then fired, the wax melting 
and escaping through prepared vents but leaving its impress inside the 
hollow coat of dny. Liquid bronze was poured in, filling the space for¬ 
merly occupied by the wax. The resulting vessel, cast in bronze, is there¬ 
fore a replica of a sculptured object. With minor variations, this is the 
process by means of which bronze sculpture in general has been made. 

At this point 1 shall deal briefly with the controversy that has raged 
in recent years over the r^pective methods of modeling and direct 
carving. Michelangelo, it will be remembered, said that when he spoke 
of sculpture, he meant the sort that is executed by cutting away from 
the block; the sort that is executed by building up, he said, resembles 
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painting.* There is, of course, a profomid difference between these two 
techniques, but there can be no absolute difference of aesthetic worth: 
the essential sculptural values of significant form can be achieved hy 
either method: the sculptural mass is there, and what difference there 
is is a difference of surface treatment. This difference, as we shall see 
later, can be deliberately eicpioited, but its anti-tactile effect can be 
mitigated either by carving the surface of the model before it is cast 
or by finishing off the bronze with hammer and chisel or file. Each 
method has its dangers. Modeling tends not only to looseness and im¬ 
precision of form but also to a preoccupation with surface effects to 
the detriment of mass, Cutting tends to monohthic rigidity, to a fear of 
freedom. A good sculptor will choose the method that best fits the 
particular form-conception from which he starts, and he will realize, 
as Kuskin said, that "'what is true of chalk and charcoal, for painters, is 
equaUy true of clay, for sculptors; they are all most precious materials 
for true masters, but tempt the false ones into fatal license.*’ ’ 

I think there is little doubt that the emancipatiOD of sculpture 
came about through an increasing conoeutradon on the model or 
maquette. The Greek sculptor did not use a model: he cut into his 
marble block free-hand.* “The first mention by ancient writers of clay 
models for statues is that of ArkesUaos and Pasiteles, both sculptors of 
the first century B.c." * But modeling was used extensively for bronze, 
and bronze was “probably the commonest material of Greek sculpture 
and certain distinguished sculptors, like Polykleitos and Lysippos, 
worked almost exclusively in that material. It is largely due to this 
cireumstanrM that so few original works by the greatest Greek artists 

Cl See a 6 i, above, Stanley Gssmr. Thi Technique of Eorlg 

7. Arotro Fenldki (Londtsn. i&ya), vi, Creek Sculpture (tMbrd, 1933). 
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have survived; for the intrinsic value of bronze caused it to be melted 
down in later times; and this brought about the destruction of a large 
output of Creeh art."^ ** 

An essential distinction exists between Greek bronze sculpture and 
Greek carved sculpture, and it is not merely a difference due respec- 
fei] tively to a “plastic" and a “glyptic” technique, The bronze Bgure, 
though stylistically related to the major development of Greek sculp¬ 
ture, is always integral: it is complete in itself. The carved hgure is 
always conceived and executed for its architectural setting, and out of 
sight is generally out of min d. There was no need for an integral form, 
and the Greek sculptor did not hesitate to take advantage of this facil¬ 
ity. To quote Dr. Richter again: “It is interesting to observe the treat¬ 
ment by the Greek sculptor of the backs and other parts of his marble 
ffgures when they did not show. As a general rule he seems to have 
carefully finished only those portions which were visible. When a 
marble statue was exposed to view where it could be seen from all sides 
it was equally finished all around. But when a statue was seen only 
from the front or the side, not from behind, as in the pediment figures, 
the back did not generally receive the same attention. The tool marks 
were often not removed and even the modeling is sometimes only cur¬ 
sory; but the composition of each figure as a whole was carried out. 
On the other hand there are instances when the backs are beautifully 
worked even when they did not show, as in the Aigina and the Parthe¬ 
non pediments. Single statues when intended to be placed against the 
wall or where the back was not seen are likewise often unfinished 
behind. We may mention as examples the Hermes of Praxiteles, the 
Zeus of Mylasa, and the standing youth in Boston. ... In other words 
the attitude of the Greek sculptor was the same as that of the Greek 
potter—he did not waste labor where it profited nobody." 

This whole idea of “wasted labor" shows how far the Greek sculp- 
lo. Richter, pp. 135^6. 11. Ibid-, p. 
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tor was from the integral conception oif the work of art that we now 
regard as essential to any complete aesthetic achievement. The Greek 
sculptor, and the Greek citizen who looked at sculpture, remained the 
spectator ab extra; but plasticity, as Hugo von Hofmannsthal once said 
in a pregnant phrase, "develops not through observation, but through 
identification.’* Commentmg on aphorism, Hermann Brocb went 
straight to the heart of the problem I am dealing with—a problem of 
orientation, of reorientatioDH Hofmannsthars aphorism, he remarks, “is 
a word of advice to the artist, and it implies: As long as objects are 
to you merely an antithesis to your you will never grasp their real 
essence, and no amount of intensive observation, description or copying 
will help you to do so. You may succeed, however, if you are able to 
divest yourself of your T by projecting it into the object so that the 
object can begin to speak in your stead. For you yourself, a single indj> 
vidual facing a single object, have only your subjective impressions, 
have thus like the animal-soul hardly a language, at best mere sourfds 
of terror and delight, of warning and enticement, at most exclamations 
such as Ohl and Ah/; whereas real language perpetuates not only the 
momentary impression of objects but their essence, hence requiring a 
far more intimate, richer, more subtle relationship with them than 
animals have. And this second immediacy {as we may call it, since in¬ 
sight springs therefrom) is achieved exclusively by the surrender of 
the T' to the object. He, however, who is satisfied with subjective ex¬ 
clamations is no artist, no poet: confession is nothing, insight is every¬ 
thing." 

There was no surrender of the "I" in classical Creek sculpture: it 
remained coldly observed, in conception, in execution, in contempla¬ 
tion. Insight was not possible because immediacy was not present: the 
immediacy that enabled the artist to identify himself with the object, 

IS. Hennsnii Bioeh, Introduction to (New York (BoUingen Series XXXIII) nnd 
Hugo von Holmsniistlml, Selected Prove Londoo, I9 Sa), P' ^ 


79 


TBE AUT OF SCCLPTBRE 


to project liimself into the work of art so that the work of art "begins 
to speak" in place of the artist Only in rare bronzes, usually of the 
[90] Hellenistic period, has this process of identification taken place. 

We may assume that the rarity of identification in Greek sculpture 
is due to the accidental reason already given, the destruction of much 
of the small sculpture of the period. Otherwise the prerequisite of the 
process—the emancipation of sculpture from an architectonic function 
and the preence of a prevailing humanistic spirit—were achieved in the 
classical period. They were not to recm until the Henaissanoe, and 
again the necessary emancipation and integration of sculpture were to 
be effected through Kfeinplostik or miniature sculpture, more particu¬ 
larly through the growing practice of working from the wax model, and 
through the growing demand for secular bronzes, 

Before dealing with this development, we must account for the 
intervening phase of sculptural evolution that occupied the Gothic 
period. I shall deal with this development mainly in the next chapter, 
under the heading of "The Illusion of Movement." Until the end of the 
thirteenth century, the evolution of Gothic sculpture was determined 
by principles distinct from both classical sculpture and modem sculp- 
ture. The basis, which in itself was distinct from any previous aesthetic 
conception, was an organic conception of building itself, not merely 
the building as an architectonic unit, which could always he a geo¬ 
metrical and intellectual conception, but the building as a dynamic 
organism intimately related to and reflecting the social organism of the 
Christian community. If one can imagine an independent sculpture 
within such a imifled conception, it would be a sculpture that detached 
itseff from an architecture merely to make more obvious its obeisance 
to the overruling spirit, its formal orthodoxy. Granted such ideals, what 
1 have called an integral conception of sculpture was scarcely possible. 
Nevertheless, at the end of the thirteenth century and during the four¬ 
teenth century, we do see the emergence of such an ideal, notably in 
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the work of Arnolfo di Cambio and Giovanni Pisano and stlU more 
clearly in the work of Tino di Camaino, to which only Dr. Valentiner 
has done full justice.*’ It is significant that all these artists bad a bias 
toward commissions that impUed sculptures standing free from the 
actual fabric of the buildings in which they worked—pulpits, fonts, 
fountains, and tombs. We also know that Giovanni e>;:pressed a desire 
to concentrate on the carving of ivory figures—on Kleinphstik, that is 
to say—an example of which survives in the Sacristy of Pisa Cathedral. 
In his work on a larger scale there is a feeling for the compactness 
of mass and for the ponderability of the figure that is quite new in the 
sculpture of the period, His last recorded work, the Virgin and Child 
at the Cathedral of Prato, is usually compared with the ivory Virgin 
from Pisa, and with good reason, for the form of the stone sculpture 
has been influenced by the form of tiie smaller work in ivory.“ 

This new tendency, it seems to me, achieved complete plastic in¬ 
tegrity in Tino di Camaioo's work. A contemporary of Ciotto, Tino 
brings to sculpture not only the same austere humanism but also the 
same sensibihty for the formal integrity of the human figure. For the 
first time in European monumental sculpture, the human figure is real¬ 
ized in the round and not as a relief more or less subordinate to an 
architectural background. 

Another possible way to freedom lay through the development of 
city planning and through the consequent use, for decorative purposes, 
of free-standing statues. The sculpture of the Italian Renaissance of 
the period before Michelangelo attains its greatest dignity iu two 
equestrian statues—the Gattamelata statue ( c. 1450) at Padua by Dona¬ 
tello and the Colleoni statue {i48i--g6) at Venice by Andrea del Ver¬ 
rocchio and Alessandro Leopardi. Such statues still have an architec- 


172 ^ 74 ,76I 
[ 7 S. 78- 79] 


[si 


33. Cf. IL V^irnti^kcr^ Tisio di 
tTp jD«e|ihirkp Wolther and tov. 
Rr H. BcHitliroyd (Padi> 

14 Adolio VecLtiirl, G 4 ffcunnl 


His Life and WijrJt (Pojis^ P- 

and pi, 00 (die ivoiy Vfigiffi), pp. 47- 
40 and pL tao and 


[Tfii 

cf. 179] 


8 r 


THE ART OF SCULPTUBE 


tural function, and their architectural pedestals unite them, or were 
intended to unite them, with the surrounding buildingSt They are stiU 
spectacles to be viewed in a perspective of buildings and not to be 
realized in themselves and as distinct palpable presences. Presumably 
Leonardo’s projected equestrian statue, which never got beyond the 
stage of the clay model, would have taken its place alongside the 
Gattamelata and CoUeoni statues as one of the highest achievements 
of Renaissance sculpture; but all these statues, inasmuch as they were 
conceived and desired within a picturesque conception of architec- 
tiiral unity, remained, as we observed in Michelangelo s Duoirf, linuted 
to a visual conception of the function of sculpture* 

All through the Renaissance, in fact, the development of sculpture 
may be interpreted as a struggle between the plastic and the painterly, 
between the palpable and the visible, between integral mass and the 
perspectival complex. The painterly conception of sculpture won the 
day: mass was dissolved in fluid atmosphere, and Michelangelo was 
[122^124] followed by Giovanni da Bologna, by Benvenuto Cellini, and, eventu- 
[ii 5 -iiSl ally, by Bernini and Canova. I do not suggest that no great works of 
art were produced by sculptors in Italy after Michelangelo* I do main¬ 
tain that the painterly conception of sculpture that triumphed during 
the Renaissance was based on a false aesthetic and that it inevitably 
led to the progressive degeneration of the art throughout the seven¬ 
teenth, eighteenth, and nineteenth centuries, This may be an accepted 
truth, but it is perhaps still necessary to expose the weaknesses that, 
present in the painterly conception at its best, lead with logical inevi¬ 
tability to the horrors of academic sculpture at its worst. 

The painterly conception may he best appreciated in such a 
[132, 1-331 modest sketch as the terra-cotta maquette by Giovanni da Bologna 
that is a study for a fountain figure modeled probably about 1575. It is 
built up by what Michelangelo called the painter’s technique-the sen¬ 
sitive application of little dabs of clay, laid on with an instinctive flick 


82 


IV. THE REALIZATION OF MASS 


of the Spatula or finger that gives a liveliness to every part of the sur> 
face. The general composition has a flowing rhythm veiy appropriate 
to the subject, and this rhythm turns in on itself and completes its 
movement, giving the figure a plastic unity. It can be viewed satis¬ 
factorily from any point of view, and for sculptural integrity all it lacks 
is any sense of outward thrusting mass and inwardly held tension. In 
other words, the plastic clay moves gracefully within a confined space 
and creates a surface unity of great charm. It is the beauty of a turban 
swathed round a head with perfect skill and taste: we admire the 
turban but have no idea of the shape of the head underneath, 

One may look at a more elaborate example, Bernini’s Ecstasy of [iiSj 
Sf. Teresa in Sta. Maria della Vittoria, Rome. The illustrations of this 
group do not usually give any idea of its architectural setting. It deco¬ 
rates the family chapel of the Venetian Cardinal Comaio and is en¬ 
closed within gilded Corinthian capitals and twisted pediments that 
form a proportionate architectural frame; it is lit artificially from above, 
and the whole conception is so theatrical and is "produced” with such 
effect that an extraordinaiy illusion of dramatic actuality Is created. Yet 
an fllusion it remains: an impression created by light and shade, by 
visual perspective within a two-dimensional frame, for the creation of 
which effects sculpture is used as the most difficult rather than as the 
most appropriate medium. We may gasp in admiration; never did a 
sculptor so transform marble into such plastic rhythms. A painting 
might have achieved the same effect equally well, but by now a paint¬ 
ing would have faded, would have perished or would have been re¬ 
stored by other hands. Bemini’s group has defied time. We should not 
despise such a technical feat. We need not despise it, but in its pres¬ 
ence we are denying ourselves the specific sensations that sculpture, 
and sculpture alone, can provide. 

For the impact of this sensation in all its ptuity we return to 
Donatello—to Donatello who, as Adrian Stokes has said, "was in revolt 


83 


THE AHT Of SCULPTVBE 


from the statuesque."* I am not quite sure that this term “the statu¬ 
esque" is the right one, I understand Mr. Stokes's meaning, however, 
for he goes on to say, in The Quattro Cento, a book rich in sensitive 
appreciation of the art of sculpture, that Donatello "felt the need for 
simplification, for a supreme, purely aesthetic TeJeoance pervading 
every atom of humanistic ardor," and that he achieved this aesthetic 
relevance through a couceotration on the putto, the amorino, the little 
[gi] naked male child that escapes into freedom from the confines of the 
statuesque. "In the symbol of the putto,” he writes, "the new ambitions 
of the body found a wide expression. The animal functions of infants 
are in themselves symbols to adults of the most profound release. They 
should have been permitted us; they are symbols of the freedom we 
caimot win. . , . The putto is a pagan emblem to those overburdened 
by a sense of gtnlt, an emblem that corres:ponds to so universal a desire 
for freedom that indecency of putti was indecency to no one." 

But the putto was more than symbolic of freedom: he was freedom 
in the sense that he embodied the sculptor's escape from the linear, 
from the painterly, from the two-dimensional world of the draftsman. 
He is the rounded, the caressed and palpable mass, and it was from 
his small frame that the whole concept of integral sculpture had to 
grow. But it took centuries. The eye is so quick, so immediately "on 
the spot,” and the appeal of color is so potent, the rhythmic movemeot 
of line is so easily picked up by the eye, that the relatively slow, grop¬ 
ing approach to mass and volume was ignored as a controlling principle. 
Naturally any piece of sculpture has volume: it is a crude mass of some 
sort. But the aim of a sculptor like Bemini and indeed of the whole 
tradition of sculpture—until late in the nineteenth century Rodin be¬ 
gan to reconsider the aesthetics of sculpture—was to create a pictorial 
illusion in which the ponderability of the material was etheicalised, an 
effect that the sculptor's favorite material, white marble, usually made 
15. (Lmdon. 1932), pp. 130-31. 


84 


IV. THE HEALIZATION OF MASS 


all too easy* The sculptor worked with and for the eye and never con¬ 
ceived his work as possessing any other unity than that of a visual 
image. 

The mind, said Rodin, only with difficulty familiarizes itself with 
the notion of depth. It always tends to play over surfaces. Nevertheless, 
the sculptor s task is to see surfaces as thicknesses, to conceive form 
as volume. It may be asked, '*Why be so dogmatic about the aims of the 
sculptor?” The aims of the artist in any material are the same: to pro¬ 
duce a certain emotional reaction in the spectator. It is the unique 
pri\ulege of art to convey a reaction that we may define variously as 
wonder, pleasure, enhanced vitality, and so on. This particular experi¬ 
ence cannot be obtained by any other means than art* As between tbe 
various arts, however, one art may be more appropriate or more effi¬ 
cient than another for a desired effect: there are degrees of conscious¬ 
ness that can be expressed only by mnsie, others only by poetry* 
No real confusion of means has ever existed between poetry and 
music or even between poetry and painting, tibough the relationship 
between these arts has been endlessly discussed, A very real confusion 
has always existed between the arts of sculpture and painting, how¬ 
ever, a confusion due to the psychological fact that no clear separa¬ 
tion is made in experience between the faculties of sight and touch. 
No clear separation can be made by people possessing both faculties 
in normal strength. Nevertheless, distinct reactions are experienced ac¬ 
cording to whether we give priority to sight and arc satisfied with the 
visual image, or whether we give priority to touch (or imagined touch 
and haptic sensations generally) and prefer the palpable image, I know 
that we can get on quite well with a life of visual sensations^ with 
perhaps a merely subcutaneous or subconscious life of tactile sensa* 
tions. Stin, that is not the point. Art is the sensuous apprehension or 
plastic cognition of the world: its purpose is to increase our sense of 
the wholeness of being, to develop our consciousness of reality* In that 
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sense it becomes part of our conception of evolutionary purpose, and 
there is a spiritual as well as a physical joy in the experience of such a 
conquest. To confine sculpture to the field of visual sensation is to 
neglect the possibilities of the field of palpable sensation. It is a restric¬ 
tion of the range or scope of art, and it deprive the sculptor of a 
challenge that in the past has given rise to the greatest achievements. 
Michelangelo is not superior to Bernini in technical accomplishment or 
in any of those tricks that create what we call *‘the living image.'* He 
is greater because his work is informed by a generative power that 
we can identify with natural forces. Great works of art, said Bodin, 
“express, indeed, all that genius feels in the presence of Nature; they 
represent Nature with all the clearness, with all the magnificence which 
a human being can discover in her; but they also Bing themselves 
against that immense Unknown which everywhere envelops our little 
world of the known. For, after all, we only feel and conceive those 
things which arc patent to us and which impress our minds and our 
senses. But all the rest is plunged in infinite obscurity. Even a thou¬ 
sand things which should be clear to us are hidden because we are 
not organized to seize them." The function of art, Rodin went on to 
say, is not only to tell us all that can be known but to make us aware 
that there is a limit to what is known. Great works of art bring us to 
the edge of this abyss, and they make us feel a little dizzy. 

It is a question of gamut, of the possible range of sensational appre¬ 
hension and expressive power. There is, in the full scale of plastic sensi¬ 
bility, a power attaching to ponderability and mass, to the gesteted and 
palpable volume of a solid creation, that cannot be experienced in any 
other manner, by any other means. Sculpture declined as and when it 
tost the feeling for these qualities; it has revived in our time precisely 
because certain of our sculptors have recovered that feeling. Hie sculp¬ 
tor who was responsible for the recover)’ of the true tradition of the 

iG. Aft, p. iBi. 
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art was, as I have already said, Rodin; yet even Rodin was stdl seduced 
by dramatic effects that are predominantly visual iu their appeal, by 
a surface play of hght and shade that has no relevance to the mass 
beneath. He was, after aU, a contemporary of the Impressionists, Hilde¬ 
brand, who was a contemporary of Rodin and whose treatise on sculp¬ 
ture is so representative of the whole Renaissance tradition, had a clear 
conception of the process of artistic creation, but he was. willing to 
sacrifice (he palpable values of mass to the visual unity of a plane sur¬ 
face and was therefore logically driven to the absurd prqpositioa that 
the ideal sculpture is rehef sculpture. It was left to their successor, 
Aristide Maillol, to represent plastic form in its essential massiveness, 
to allow it to stand resolutely and assertively in space, A torso by 
Maillol is a palpable reality: we may apprehend it visually, but the 
eye is not pandered to, is not flattered. The forms are expressed from 
a vital depth, and our sensations, if we become aware of them, are sen¬ 
sations of thrust, of weight, of sohd existence. The same sensations, as 
organic forces embodied in a nonfigurative or ^abstract form, are 
aroused by the sculpture of Jean 
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The Illusion of Movement 


At first it would seem that there is an essential contradiction between 
sculpture and movement; a statue is something that stands, and the 
word itself comes from the same Latin root as the word "static." Never- 
thelcss, underlying the w'hole development of sculpture from classical 
times, and very insistent in our own times, is the desire of the artist 
to represent movement. I say "artist’' because the same desire has 
always excited the painter, and the methods adopted by the painter 
and the sculptor have often been quite similar. It is only recently that 
the sculptor has adopted what might have been an obvious means at 
any time: he has made his sculptured object actually move, like a wind- 
milT- That method, to a classical sculptor, might have seemed like 
cheatingl 

Apart from such actual movement^ which I wilt consider later, the 
artist can give merely the tihtsion of movement. He can create this 
illusion in two ways only. One, which is conunon to painting and sculp¬ 
ture, is to compose in rhythmical and usually linear sequences so that 
the ey^ following the sequential forms, so stimulates the mind that an 
hallucinatory sensation of movement is set up, ’This is most clearly 
illustrated in certain modem paintings, where the actual forms of the 
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objects depicted sre duplicated and reduplicated in serial repetition, as 
if several separate shots of a cinecamera were printed over one an¬ 
other, Ihe technique may actually have been suggested to the modem 
painter by the cmematograph, and was first fiiUy exploited by the 
Italian futurists. Giacomo Balia’s Abstract Study of Velocity (1913) 
and Marcel Duchamp’s Nude Descending the Staircuse (1912) and Sod 
Young Man in a Train {1912) are examples of this experimental tech¬ 
nique. 

I shall try to show that the desire to “substitute the dynamic prin¬ 
ciple of the universality of life for the static principle of classic art,” * 
a formulation of the aiins of modern art that we owe to Moholy-Nagy, 
is one of the essential features of contemporary sculpture distinguishing 
it from die sculpture of the past. It would be a mistake, however, to 
assume that the same desire, perhaps in a less conscious and less “scien- 
entific” degree, did not exist in previous ages. The best example I can 
give comes from the ancient glyptic art of western Asia, the art of 
the Sumerians and Akkadians of the fourth and third millenniums B.C. 
Among the most characteristic products of this period are the so-called 
cylinder seals, small rollers made of various kinds of stone, only one and 
a half to two and a half inches long, but exquisitely engraved with 
religious and mythological subjects and frequently with processions of 
animals, these last no doubt connected with fertility cults. These cyl¬ 
inders were used as personal seals or signatures. They were rolled 
across the clay envelopes containing the tablets on which the cuneiform 
writing of the period was inscnbed, and the tablets and envelopes were 
baked once the seals had been impressed. We must imagine the cylinder 
moving rapidly across the soft clay and leaving a trail of animals. The 
animals would actually seem to move as the cylinder left its trace. An 
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extraordinsJT)’ dynamic rhythm is produced by the repetitive pattern of 
the animals' action, their backward sweeping horns and the zigzag 
pistons of their legs shown against the background of flickering lattice- 
work. 

Comparable effects on a bigger scale were produced in the con¬ 
temporary relief sculpture that was used to decorate the walls of 
Egyptian tombs. 1 am thinking in particular of the magnificent scenes 
from the mastaba of Akhuthotep in the Louvre (V dynas^, 2.750- 
2625 B.c .), where long processions of servants, dancers, fishers, and ani¬ 
mals of various kinds produce by rhythmical repetition an effect of 
movement. Much later, in the eighth and seventh centuries n.c., but in 
I64I the same tradition, are the Assyrian reliefs of which there are such fine 
examples in the British Museum. In all the reliefs of this period, how¬ 
ever, the movement has to be read into a sequence of discrete unitSi 
there is no attempt to indicate movement in the individual figure. A 
technique for achieving the latter effect was, I think, first invented by 
Greek sculptors of the classical period and is best illustrated in certain 
[iSa] figures in the Parthenon frieze, carved to indicate the sequential rhythm 
of a slow procession. 

The diaphanous tunics and skirts of the maidens were used by the 
sculptor to give an over aU rippling effect, and this, combined with the 
disposition of the limbs in the action of walking, seems to give activity 
to the whole composition. The suggestion of movement is mainly due 
to the repetition of parallel folds of drapery, here gently kicked forward 
by the movement of the feet, the projection of the knees, and the sway¬ 
ing of the fringe of the upper garment. The movement is an illusion 
induced as the eye picks up the successive folds: a spatial vibration is 
translated into a kinetic sensation. The effect of movement is then inten¬ 
sified by the reversal of two of the figures, who create a kind of coun¬ 
terpoint and thus emphasize the main movement. 

Apart from sequential rhythm, the sculptor can only rely on 
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rhythms self-contained within the statue itself, and again he will rely 
mainly on drapeiy and other estemal aids. The best example is possibly 
the Winged Victory of Samothrace, where an invisible wind, against [i8i] 
which the figure is poised for flight, whips the drapery into ripples and 
fluttering folds that induce in the spectator an acute consciousness 
of movement. Movement in this case is symbolic: we do not abstract 
it from the representation, to enjoy it as a distinct dynamic principle; 
we accept it as part of the theme, winged victory, exuberance, exalta¬ 
tion- The sculptor could not have conveyed his theme so effectively by 
any other means. It is movement for a purpose, movement as an expres¬ 
sive function, gesture. 

Movement can be represented, that is to say, either as an expres¬ 
sive function of the human body or, for its own sake, as kinetic stimulus 
or enjoyment. It is not always easy to separate the two functions, and in 
a certain sense movement is implicit in all naturalistic representations 
of the human body or of animals. Nevertheless it poses a problem of 
enormous difficulty to the sculptor who dispenses with the extraneous 
aids of drapery. The usual method is to depict figures engaged in some 
more or less violent action, especially at some moment of tension or 
strain-hurling a spear, throwing the discus, brandishing a sword, or 
taking a leap into space. The best example of this kind of simulated 
movement is probably Bemini s Apollo ottd Daphne. It is true, there is [i-i6] 
still a certain amount of external aid—a drapery fluttering round Apollo s 
loins and a skillfully up-sprouting laurel bush into which the upward 
straining figure of Daphne is merging. The eye is thus inevitably 
caught into the movemeut of the composition; we identify ourselves 

with the dynamic action of the group. 

There is much sculpture of this kind, not only in the baroque 
period, but throughout the decadence that succeeded it. Indeed, one [107^-115, 
sees that the effort to represent movement in this realisfle manner was 
one of the causes of the decline of the art of sculpture: the agitation, 
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[207-^10] 


[188I 


the de-composition of the materia^ destroys all sense of ponderability, 
all possible appeal to a tactile sensibility. Sculpture became a prickly 
thicket into which a hand would scarcely venture. Only in certain 
works of modem sculpture has movement once again been embodied 
expressively in the formal conception, embodied as instinctive gesture. 

A way to represent the movanent of the body without recourse to 
such rhetorical violeuee was practiced by Rodin. Movement, he pointed 
out—in the conversations with Gsell from which I have already quoted 
-is a transition from one attitude to another,* An instantaneous photo¬ 
graph does not express movement, because it arrests movement and 


immobiUzes or paralyzes the subject without any indication of the dy¬ 
namic line of the movement. The sculptor should therefore indicate 
both tlie movement that has been completed and the movement that is 
just beginning. The gestures should stretch, as it were, between two 
points of equilibrium. Rodin and Gsell looked at a cast of the sculptor s 
St. John the Baptist and observed how the left foot, which seems to 
press on the ground with all its strength, seems to be balanced by the 
glance of the figure toward the right. The whole body inclines in this 
direction, and the right foot advances to grasp the ground. At the same 
time the left shoulder, which is raised, seems to want to restore the 
weight of the body to that side in order to help the leg still trailing 
behind to come forward. The sequence of movements or strains, if 
read by the spectator in this order, gives a powerful impression of 
actual movement. It is an illusion; it is not even anatomically correct, 
as a photograph of the same movement would show. Yet the sculptor 
has achieved his purpose, which was to give us the feeling of an 
advancing figure. 

The sculptor who, apart from Rodin, gave most thought to this 
problem of expressing movement in three-dimensional form was pri¬ 
marily a painter. Edgar Degas. He confined his modeling-he worked 


i an, tr. Ktrs. Rom% Fedea (Boston, 191a), pp. 6$^ 
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almost exclusively in cast bronze—to two subjects of which movement 
was the csseocei race horses and ballet dancers. Once again an im- [55,152] 
pressiOD of movement is conveyed by a disposition of the limbs that 
carries the eye from one point of equilibrium to the neri:, but in this 
example the difficulty of giving a static stance to the Bguie is avoided 
by lifting it bodily on a bracket. The desire to represent human be¬ 
ings or animals in movement inevitably leads to a purely visual con¬ 
ception of form, and for that reason Degas's sculpture and, later, 

Matisse's remain materializations of the painter's vision rather than pal¬ 
pable masses. Matisse's Slaoe (in the Art Institute, Chicago) has the [18S] 
same stance as Rodin's Sf. John the Baptistt hut it has no movement, and 
the slave still seems to wear his chains, 

All the skill that has been devoted to the suggestion of movement, 
which in any particular case is not so rationally conceived as our anal¬ 
ysis would suggest, has as its object to increase the naturalism, or in the 
case of a human figure, the humanism of the representation. That has 
not always been the function of movement in sculpture, At certain 
periods, notably in the Romanesque and Gothic periods, and now in 
our own period, the sculptor has become enamored of movement itself, 
and instead of using movement as an expressive element in a total 
effort to create an illusion of the living body image of which I wrote in 
the second chapter, he uses the sculptural medium in the second of the 
manners already indicated, exploitation of movement for its own sake. 

Hie means becomes the end: the end is the means. 

To object to this as an illegitimate use of an art is to ignore a fun¬ 
damental distinction that runs through all history—a distinction that 
arises according to whether the predominant feeling of a society is ori¬ 
ented toward abstract notions, toward things of the spirit, toward any 
escape from the visible world; or whether a society on the contrary 
accepts the visible world with confidence and joy, finding its spiritual 
satisfaction in a unity with nature and in its own fellowship. This 
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historical distinction, which has always been clear enough to the phOoso^ 
pher, was first applied to the history of art by Wilhelm Woninger, 
whose little treatise Abstraction and Empathy has been the basis for a 
new imderstandmg of the historical evolution of art.* 

This is not the place to deal with the distinction either in its p 1 iil« 
osophical or its broad historical aspects. If we assume that the huinaa' 
ism of classical Greece and of the Renaissance w'as determined by one 
kind of volition—a foie de viore—and that the abstract or geometric art 
of the Celtic North and the art of the Romanesque and early Gothic 
periods, in so far as the latter was stylistically related to this northern 
style, was determined by another and opposed kind of volition—a desire 
to escape from the actuality of life, a desire to create a parallel order of 
life-then it is obvious that each kind of volition will give rise to a dis¬ 
tinct type of art. The kind of consideration that we hairO Just seen pro- 
occupjring Rodin in his representation of St. John the Baptist never 
[175] filtered the head of the sculptor of the figure of Isaiah at Souillac. One 
cannot call such a figure lifeless; on the contrary it expresses far more 
vitality of a kind than does Rodin s figure. Still, it is vitality for the sake 
of vitality; it is a kinetic energy driven into the stone without any re- 
[i74l spect for realism. Limbs are elongated to give haptic expression to a 
downward thrust, a thrust that has as its object not to bear the weight 
of a figure but to produce a couatermovernent in the drapery, a wave 
of parabolic curves. The hem of the prophet’s robe is agitated into a 
geometrical zigzag, and every detail of hair, beard, and drapery is line- 
ated, contoured with lines that create a rhythmic movement within the 
space occupied by the figure. 

This figme dates from the twelfth century. An even better example 
(i7al of such linear play is the tenth- or eleventh-century Virgin and Child 
in York Minster. The unfortunate destruction of the features in this 
magnificent work of art enables us to concentrate on the purely geo¬ 
s' Sev p. 10, p. 0 , 
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metrical elements of the drapery. There are, of course, bodies to sup¬ 
port this drapery, but we get no sense, as we do from the draped pro¬ 
cession in the Parthenon frieze, of a vital human being beneath. In the [183-1S5] 
Parthenon frieze the women's breasts in all thehr sensuous beauty were 
revealed as they would be revealed in any Beuaissance representation 
of the Virgin and Child. Here they are rigorously suppressed; there is 
no human charm or grace left. There is, instead, an abstract design of 
extraordinary beauty, a rhythmical pattern as stiinulating to the visual 
senses as a Gregorian chant is to the aural senses^ Perfect examples of 
this rhythmical etherealization of the human body are found in early 
medieval representations of the Virgin: a beautiful example from the 
Auvergne, in wood, originally painted in polychrome;, is in the Met- 1^731 
ropoUtan Museum. 

These linear rhythms in early Gothic sculpture are just as varied 
as musical rhythms- one may apply to them conventional musical terms 
Such as stGCCQto and IsgfJto, Contrast, for example, the of 

the linear rhythm of the tympanum at Vezelay with the undante tunes* [16J 
foso of the contemporaneous tympanum at St, Peter s, Moissac. Still [17] 
amusing ourselves with our musical analogj'i, we may describe these 
tympanums as hnear symphonies, for the general formal conception of 
concentric arches, tympanum, and lintel represents so many separate 
movements with their variations and repetitions, their developments of 
a particular theme^such as that of the enthroned Elders of the Apoca¬ 
lypse or that of the seated Apostles—all bound together by the dominant [i 7 j 
theme of the Christ in glory. 

It was partly this predominating desire for linear rhythm that kept 
the Gothic statue for so long clamped to the wall, a more or less low 
relief rather than a free-standing statue. The same movement could also 
be expressed in a detached figure, as we see in the ivory carx'ings of the 
period. Although in its original state this material suggests a treatment [77] 
in the round, it was frequently sawed and squared into flat panels and [66^-6g] 
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then was carved as a relief. Sometimes one can see a certain relation* 
ship between the shape determined by the original material and the 
eloDgation and compression of the design, as in the well-known elev- 
[67-69] enth* or twelfth-eentuiy relief in whalebone of the Adoration of the 
Magi in the Victoria and Albert Museum, One feels a certain tension 
here between the design and the confined space within which the 
sculptor had to work. If we compare this relief with a free-standing 
ivory of the same period, it is possible to suggest that the softer rhythms 
are related to the freedom of the surface and to the fact that the sculp¬ 
tor was not cutting into a Eat surface but was working round a palpable 
mass, around which he could actually move as he worked. The linear 
motif is still predominant: we ate held to the surface of the object. We 
are nevertheless at the beginning of an evolurion where the line grad¬ 
ually becomes not a dynamic energy playing over a two-dimensional 
plane but a contour tracing the volume underneath, very much like the 
contours on a map. Such a technique is not, of course, confined to 
Europe, as in early Oriental sculpture we find exactly the same de\'elop* 
[170, J71, ment: the lines of the drapery still have a powerful rhythmic function, 
17®, 177I but at the same time they serve to indicate the outward thrust of the 
body beneath the drapery. A modem sculptor like Henry Moore in his 
preparatory drawings will often trace the contours of the forms he in¬ 
tends to mold or to carve. 

To return to Gothic sculpture: the evolution of Gothic art reveals a 
gradual penetratiOD of these abstract or geometric rhythms by the or¬ 
ganic rhythms of nature. The change corresponds to that profound 
change in religion and philosophy that led from scholasticism to Fran- 
ciscanism and Humanism. In sculpture it led via Nicola and Giovanni 
[Bo. 81I Pisano to Nino Pisano and Donatello, The conception of movement for its 
owD sake, distinct from that of movement as an organic phenomenon, 
was lost. It was recovered to some extent in the baroque period but once 
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more in subordiDatJon to architecturd motifs. Apart from portrait sculp- [117] 
hire, which is a distinct species, the sculpture of the baroque and the 
rococo periods-“fioin Bernini to Falconet, Houdon, and the innumerable 
artists who contributed their works to the great palaces, churches, and 
gardens of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries—was an art of chi¬ 
aroscuro, involving the dematerialization of the plastic volume of sculp¬ 
ture as such. As such it was superb, and it plays an essential part in the 
complete unity of Versailles or the Augustusburg at BrlihL "It plays a 
part “ however; as we shall see in the nert chapter, it does not ertst as 
sculpture with sculpture*® distinct aesthetic. Again, only in Kleinphstik^ 
the bronzes and porcelain figures of the period, do we get a separate 
and integral conception of the sculpturel object, I should like to give as 
an example of such a conception one of Franz Anton BusteUi s por^ 
celain figures. BusteUi worked in the second half of the eighteenth cen- [35! 
tury at Nymphenburg and at other porcelain factories, and bis rare 
works are masterpieces of sculptural form in which movement is con¬ 
veyed by means of a certain formalization and interplay of plane sur¬ 
faces* Nevertheless these means, which work well enough when the 
object can be handled, lead in monumental sculpture, as we shall see 
in the next chapter, to a disintegration of mass. 

Modem sculpture was to make a distinct contribution to the his¬ 
tory of the art by the creation of a dynamic interplay of plane surfaces* 

I have aheady shown how Rodin introduced the notion of movement 
into his sculpture by an impressionistic trick. The ajrangement of the 
limbs of his St John the Baptist anticipates the apprehension of the [1B8] 
eyer the muscles and pose of the joints telescope two consecutive move¬ 
ments. When he had no limbs to help him out, Rodin produced a lively 
effect by a certain rugosity* By using bronze with a reflective surface, [19^! 
this combination of roughness and smoothness produces a play of light 
that, as one moves around the object or moves the object around, gives 
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animation to it; it seems to move itself. H for this arbitrary roughness 
of surface one substitutes in the inaimeF of Bustelli plane surfaces of a 
geometrical outline, one gets a much more accentuated effect. The 
planes with their arrowllke points strike in all directions mad create a 
machinelike kinetic rhythm. This development is parallel to the early 
phases of cubism and futurism in painting, and its stylistic origins are to 
[164-169] be traced, in the same manner as the painting, to C^nne and to African 
Negro sculpture. The £na] stages of this development in sculpture were 
divergent: in one direction it led to an exploration of Ught that grad* 
ually eviscerated the solid forms of sculpture and left a sculpture of 
volume in outJiue; in the other direction it led to a mechanization of 
[211] sculpture, and to the invention of the “mobile"—sculpture in perpetual 
motion. The first direction will be considered in the next chapter; for 
the present let us continue with the desire to create first an illusion and 
then an actuality of movement. 

I have already referred to the dynamic principles of the Italian 
futurist movement. These were expressed in certain attempts to meehan* 
ize the human body, to approximate limbs to pistons, and by repetition 
to give the effect of sequential positions. These experiments are now 
only of historic interest, because it was soon realized that only a carica¬ 
ture of the human body had been produced and that if movement was 
the ideal, a machine could express it more adequately thm i a body with 
its humanistic associations. The first necessity, therefore, was to dehu¬ 
manize the elements of sculpture. 

This result was first effectively achieved by a group of artists, some 
with training as engineers or architects, that was formed in Moscow in 
1913. In 1920, this group, now calling themselves "constructivists,” is¬ 
sued a manifesto which expressed its aims in the following axioms; 
"1, To communicate the reality of life, art should be based on the 
two fundamental elements: space and timp 
"2. Volume is not the only spatial concept. 
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“"3. Kinetic and dynamic elements must be used to express the reil 
nature of time^ static rhythms are not sufficient. 

"'4, Art should stop being imitative and try instead to discover new 
forms,'* ^ 

Movement, of course, takes place in time, is only observable as a 
temporal displacement of matter. That sculpture or painting should at¬ 
tempt to represent this element, apart from motion pictures or objects 
actually moving in space by virtue of applied energy, would seem to be 
a contradiction of possibitities* In the early days of the constructivist 
movement, several sculptural machines W'ere made* At its simplest, the 
sculptural machine is an object like Namn Gabo s Kinetic Sctifpffjr^ of 
which was a metal spring that vibrated and that wTthiii the area 
of its vibration produced a ^virtual volume. Similar constructions were 
made by all the members of the constructions that, if they did 

not actually move^ suggested movement in purely mechanical terms, 
as does, for example, Antoine Pevsner^s (1927—^9)* ^ little later [^15] 

in Berlin, Moholy-Nagy began to construct objects that were also called 
"kinetic sculptures,” and that were moved like machines by dynamos- 
One of these was a "light display machine ” which the artist bimseif 
described: '‘This kinetic sculpture was designed for automatic projec¬ 
tion of changing chiaroscuro and lumioous effects. It produces a great 
range of shadow interpenetrations and simultaneously intercepting pat¬ 
terns in a sequence of slow flickering rhythm- The reflecting surfaces of 
the apparatus are discs made of pohshed metal slotted with regularly 
spaced perforations, and sheets of glass, celluloid, and screens of dif¬ 
ferent media.” ® 


4. Heiticrt ftead, th* 
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"It seems easy to prophesy,” concluded Moholy-Nagy in 19391, 
"that such types of construction in many cases will take the place of 
static works of art” * And it is true that ever since the 1920’s there has 
been a continuous development of kinetic sculpture, or "mobiles." 

[211] “Mobiles” is a tem that was invented by an American artist Alex¬ 
ander Calder, to describe the delicately balanced shapes of sheetmetal 
or any other suitable material, suspended from wires in more or less 
complicated comhinatioiis, which in movement form an ever changing 
pattern of color and shadow. The use of a new word to describe these 
works of art is perhaps an admission that the art of sculpture is no 
longer in question, and certainly, if we return to our original definition 
of the art the appeal of these objects is almost entirely visual. Still, 
they move in space, and as they move, they define volumes of space. 
They exist in three-dimensional space just as trees exist in such a space, 
and they make us conscious of space in much the same way, by wa^dug 
like branches or trembling like leaves. 

Calder s mobiles move in the slightest currents of air, but most of 
these mobiles, like gramophone records and cinema projectors, require 
the constant intervention of the spectator. They have to be "pushed 
around,” or some mechanism has to be released to make them "work.” 
This requirement, it seems to me, contradicts one of the unwritten laws 
of plastic art. For its profoundest effects, art always requires a different 
kind of effort, the effort of attention or contemplation. Simone Weil 
said with great acuity: 

"The beautiful is that which we can contemplate. A statue, a pic¬ 
ture which we can gaze at for hours. 

"The beautiful is something on which we can fix our attention. 

"Gregorian music. When the same things are sung for hours each 
day and every day, whatever falls even slightly short of supreme ex¬ 
cellence becomes unendurable and is ehminated. 

6. niid. 
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Greeks looked at their temples. We can endure the statues in 
the Luxembourg because we do uot look at tbcni.'’ ^ 

We can, in my experience, look at the gentler mobiles of Calder in 
this way; they are like Gregorian chant and repeat their graceful move¬ 
ments endlessly. We contemplate the movement as such—movement 
with a defined configuration of space. 

There is one other possibility, that the work of sculpture should be 
conceived for. a moving spectator. This is not quite the same as com 
ceiving a piece of sculpture from eight or even eighty points of view, 
as recommended by Cellini. That conception is merely the addition of 
eight or eighty static conceptions. In 1950 Gabo was commissioned to [220-233! 
provide a piece of mobile sculpture for the well of a staircase in a new 
wing of the Baltimore Museum of Art. He pointed out to the Museum 
authorities that if a mobile were to be suspended in the middle of the 
well of the staircase, visitors to the museum would stop on the stairs 
to watch its movements, and the movement of the people w'Ould be 
obstructed. Let me devise, therefore, he said, a piece of sculpture that 
requires people to move continuously around it in a spiral direction, 
and by the time they have finished looking at it, they will be at the top 
or the bottom of the stairs—they will have been kept moving. The 
work he created cannot be appreciated fully in an illustration; one 
must go to Baltimore and climb the stairs. 

Apart from these mobile experiments, the constructivists have vir¬ 
tually returned to the principle inherent in Gothic and the pre-Gothic 
sculpture of the North: the expression of movement by abstract linear 
means. Again, it is Gabo and Pevsner who have created the prototypes. 

To a spheric construction in plastic (1937) Gabo gives the title Foun¬ 
tain ^ thereby indicating his desire to represent the movement of water, 

A Developable Column of Victory by Pevsner (1946), a construction 

7. Simone Weil, niwf tf- Emma 

Cmu^d (Liwtion^ iSs-SS. 
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in brass and oxidized tin forty-one inches high, may be claimed as a 
modem equivalent of the Victory of Samothrace. It certainly expresses, 
by formal means, the same humanistic conception of “winged victory.** 

The relation between these constructions and the objects Sug¬ 
gested by the titles given them by the artists is symbolic rather than 
representadonah More often, the sculptor dispenses with such "point¬ 
ers'*; he calls bis work simply a construction, and It is a self-contained 
expression of mass and movement completely unrelated to any specific 
object in nature. It is, as Gabo has said, "a new reality,” as abstract as a 
mathematical or geometrif^ model, its beauty created by its intrinsic 
rb)'thms and proportions. I know of no better examples of such purely 
[213] abstract kinetic sculpture than certain carvings by Barbara Hepworth, 
in which a counterpoint is created between the organic rhythms of the 
wood and the geometric intervals of the strings stretched across the 
boUows. 

It will be seen that sculpture of this kind depends for its kinetic 
effect not only on its general formal conception but on the use of actual 
lines, in this case strings. In Pevsner’s Column of Victory the lines are 
brass wires braised on to a ground of tin sheet. Gabo’s Fountain also 
depends for its effect largely on the use of linear strips of plastic, and 
it is of course obvious that movement is best conveyed by line, as a line 
Is symbolic of the movement of a point. Accordingly, one of the most 
striking des'elopments in our time has been in the direction of linear 
sculpture, another apparent cs>utradiction of terms that can be justified 
in so far as the lines are used tridlmcnsionally to indicate volume. 
Once more Picasso probably conceived what might be called the opera¬ 
tive prototype, in certain wire sculptures that he made in 192S. Some of 
the earlier works of the constructivists, however, such as Tatlin's Project 
for a Monument to the Third fntemarionnl. which was made in Mos¬ 
cow in 1920, are completely linear in their conception. Alberto Gia¬ 
cometti, who for the past twenty years has concentrated on the devel- 
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opmeot of a linear sculpture, uses plastic line both to express moveneDt 
an<i to create a conception of space. His early works in this medifun, 
about 1933-34, were often in the form of ‘‘projects” for a city square or [307J 
“place" and consisted of the outlines only of buildings with one or 
two symbols for human beings or birds suspended withiu the sca^old- 
tug. More lately Giacometti dispenses with the buddings and creates 
an impression of space simply by the disposition, on a platform, of 
hnear symbols for bumao figures, Insduct with movement. They seem 
to weave a concept of space by their indicated directions, which are 
opposed, away from each other. They do not seem to have a common 
center, and by this ambiguity they create an impression not of per¬ 
ceptual space but of metapbysica] space * 

I shall have more to say about this linear sculpture, so character¬ 
istic of recent developments of the art, in the final chapter. Without 
doubt a crisis now exists; it will have to be resolved by a return to the 
tactile compactness that by definition is the distinctive attribute of 
sculpture or by recognition of a new type of art that transfers the line 
from a two-dimensional plane, where it has been recognized as the 
exponent of a graphic art, to three-dimensional space, where its function 
would seem to be to indicate stresses, forces, tensions normally invis¬ 
ible, Just as lightning speaks from the sky in vivid lines of fire when 
opposed fields of magnetism come into proximity, so these hoes of 
forged steel stretch across space to express the spiritual conflicts of the 
modem age: 

The memory ihrotcs up high and dry 
A crowd of twisted things; 

A twisted branch upon the beach 
Eaten smooth, and polished 

8 . For a distiootkiD between tie fSiwe Plagel and InieUcr, La RepP^ 

of RMce and the idea of soace, see Jean rentofion (fo chez Tcnfani 

194S). 
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As if the world gate op 
The secret of its skeleton. 

Stiff and white. 

A broken spring in <t factory yard. 

Rust that clings to the form that the strength has left 
Hard and curled artd ready to snap.* 


0. T. S. EUoi. '‘Hhapsod)' on a Wfnify Nfehl," The 
Comptetg Foem end Plays {New Toit. 195a), p. 14, 
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The Impact of Light 


“Light," wrote Ctlzanne in one of his letters, "does not exist for the 
painter." ^ By this paradoxical statement he meant to imply that light 
f‘-8tT| and usually does distort the actual form of an object. Its general 
e6Fect is to fall with obliterating force on those prominent points that 
it meets and from which it is reflected, and to throw into insignificant 
shade all parts of an object that lie outside the immediate area of im¬ 
pact. The resulting chiaroscuro can, of course, be exploited as an end 
in itself, and it was the chief delight of the mannerist painters of the 
Seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Cezanne, striving to realize the 
cubic volume and tactile surfaces of the objects he painted, was rightly 
horrified by such rhetorical devices. He did his best to render colors in 
their purity, that is to say, with the precise tone values they possess in 
an eveiily distributed light, and he believed that the real form of the 
object then emerged. "When color has attained richness, form has 
reached its plenitude."^ 

If this evasion of arbitrary light effects is essential for the painter 

r. Letten. «L folio lUiwald, tr. Mar- 3 . fimile BenisnJ, Sotiomfra jyr Paid 
guerite Kay (tad . CMoid, 1941). P- (Pliiis, iflia), jk 37, u quoted 

343 (tiftter of Dot. ^ 3 , 1904, to tinJle in EtIb LoiSn. C^sanoe'# CompotUion 
Bemud). (EBtteley and Los Angels, 1943). P- 1+ 
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in his rendering of three-dimensional form on the two-dimensional sur¬ 
face of his canvas, it Is obviously still more important for the sculptor 
who is striving to create three-dimensional forms of direct sensational 
appeal. With whatever intention it is created, sculpture is always at the 
mercy of the light in which it is placed, and since it will often be placed 
arbitrarily, without any reference to or even knowledge of the artist s 
original intention, the wise sculptor will take his precautions. He will 
endeavor to anticipate the impact of li^t and to modify his forms to 
receive it. 

If sculpture is designed for an architectural setting, the problem 
is relatively simple. The statue has a niche or pedestal assigned to it, 
and a single aspect of the statue is presented to the light, which then 
varies only with the time of year and position of the sun. Even for that 
relatively simple problem there is no satisfactory solution. The statues 
that decorate many a west front of a Gothic cathedral may he thrown 
into almost impenetrable shade in the early hours of the day and will 
have a maximum effectiveness only for an hour or two of the afternoon 
or evening. Even then, shadows of a very different effect utU be cast 
in summer and in winter. 

Hie best of such architectural sculpture exhibits what may be 
called a various life; it is designed for a chiaroscuro effect by the very 
fact that it is part of an architectural complex with its recessions and 
projections, its fenestratian and crenellation. In our first chapt pr we 
found that such architectural sculpture, by its very raison d'etre, cannot 
acquire independent sculptural values; it is an applied art, sacrificing its 
integrity to a superior unity. 

The total effect of such architectural sculpture, or sculptured archi¬ 
tecture, is best considered as a surface effect, the kind of effect that 
Monet delighted to render in his paintings of the facades of Gothic 
cathedrals. The building presents a fretted surface of greater or l es se r 
complexity, and we apprehend it aesthetically as a patterned surface. 
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m apprehension not essentially different from the aesthetic pleasure 
derived from viewing lace or Bligree or weathered rock. By sacrificing its [224a] 
formal integrity and distinct ponderabihty, sculpture can contribute 
greatly to the effect of intricate tracery. Its purpose is then to break down 
the impact of light by substituting for the even surface of the wall a com¬ 
plex and varied relief pattern. The same purpose can be achieved by 
tracery and fenestration and by architectural detailing generally^ and it 
is doubtful whether sculpture would ever have been employed for this 
purpose had it not been required at the same time to serve the illustra- 
tional or didactic purposes of religion. Only in the baroque and rococo 
periods is sculpture deliberately used in a free rhetorical fashion to pro¬ 
duce a surface effect, an abstract play of light and shade. Its tendency 
then is to become abstract; natural forms approximate to fantastic or 
ornamental motives. Forms disintegrate under the impact of light in the 
interests of allover pattern. 

Baroque architecture, in its origins and characteristic development, 
is essentially an architecture of sunlight That is to say, baroque archi¬ 
tecture requires for its maximum effect a strong light, the stronger the 
better. The distinctive quality of baroque, as many art historians have 
observed, is dynamic. “The elementary phenomenon is this," wrote 
Heinrich Wblfflin, “that two totally different architectural effects are 
produced according to whether we are obliged to perceive the archi¬ 
tectural form as something definite, solid, enduring, or as something 
over which, for alt its stabibty, there plays an apparent, constant move¬ 
ment, that is, change." This effect is partly achieved by purely formal 
values, by the sculptural techniques analyzed in the preceding chap¬ 
ter; however, the forms are given a further dynamic effect by light. 

When WdlfBin says that "the impression of movement is only attained 
when visual appearance supplants concrete reality,” he is really think¬ 
ing of our perception of hght effects: "A [purely visual] movement is 
set going over the sum of the forms, independently of the particular 
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vie\vpoint. The wall vibrates, the space quivers in every comer." He 
even speaks of '‘the gentle flicker of a facade." Vibratioti, quivering, 
flickering—these are metapborical terms as applied to the static forms 
of a building, Wbat really happens is tliat the flicker and vibration of 
the sun's rays create an apparent movement among these forms. 
Wofflin of course realized that his expressions were metaphorical, and 
in the same context he admitted that the painterly element in baroque 
architecture is doe to light and shade. “Light and shade, which cling to 
every form, become a painterly element at the moment at which they 
seem to have an independent import apart from the form. In classic 
style, they are bound to the form; in the painterly style, they appear 
unbound and quicken to free life, It is no longer the shadows of the 
separate pilaster or window-pediment of which we become aware, or, 
at any rate, not of these only. The shadows link up among themselves, 
and the plastic form can at times be quite submerged in the total move¬ 
ment w'bich plays over the surfaces. , , , The deadly enemy of the 
painterly is the isolation of the single form. In order that the illusion of 
movement may be brought about, the forms must approach, entwine, 
fuse" ■ 

This dissolution of the concrete reality of the binlding as a whole 
infects, as it were, every visible element in the building, and, above all, 
the sculptures that are included in the building’s plastic unity. The 
form of each sculptural detail disintegrates under the impact of light 
unless that form is deliberately conceived to receive that impact. The 
sculptor assumes, of course, that his sculpture will have a constant po¬ 
ll 59! sition in the architectural complex dictated to him by the architect. 
Beyond this freedom, his control can be exercised only through a choice 
of material or through a modiflcation of form. His material will prob¬ 
ably be dictated to him by the architect, but, theoretically speaking, he 
is in a position to consider die varying effect of the impact of light on 

3. fTiitcipies of Art Hbtory, li, M. D. Hottinger {New Vwfc. 1949), pp. 65-^. 
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different materials. Marble, for example, if not too highly polished, [193] 
limestone, granite, and many other stones, have a mat surface; they 
do not reSect the rays of light that impinge on them. A few metals such 
as lead, wrought iron, and patinated bronze have a similar property. 

Also, most metals and many stones can be polished, and then the source 
of light is reSected on the surface oF the object and produces areas of 
high light and of deep shade that profoundly modify our perception 
of the form. 

Rodin, who is to be considered as an impressionist, deliberately [rSy, 1S9] 
exploited light. The result is that the lighting of his statues, particularly 
in museums, presents a diBicult problem, for the lighting of one statue 
may be disastrous to its neighbors. By one mode of lighting a shimmer¬ 
ing effect may be produced, in which the solid mass of the Hgure is en¬ 
tirely dissolved. The effect is impressive, but we may doubt whether 
the sculptor himself would have w'ished for such a pictorial or painterly 
effect. If we place one of Rodin's bronze portraits in strong direct light, 
then an animation of the features is produced that is undoubtedly the 
desired effect. Light Is life to such a portrait, but what is life for oue 
piece of sculpture is meaningless disintegration for another, Matisse's 
Siaue,** for example, was meant to stand solidly, not to be seen as the 
more or less meaningless smudge that it will appear if flooded with 
light. Admittedly, in an illustration we are looking at a photographer’s 
hghting and not at the object itself in a natural hght. Still, however 
much we may vary our light or change our position as observers, the 
fact remains that hgbt is a moving, fluctuating element, and as it plays 
over the smooth surface of a solid object, it modifies and even com¬ 
pletely transforms the plastic impression of that object on our senses. 

The most direct solution of the dilemma thus presented to the 
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artist is to ejcploit it, to heighten the reflective power of the surfaces of 
his object until they act as minors and create a play of light that is the 
desired aesthetic effect We then have an illusion of movement; it is 
not, however, the illusion of a moving object such as we considered in 
the previous chapter but the movement of the hght reflected from a 
[197I static object. Brancusi’s polished forms are the best illustratioD of this 
exploitation of reflected hght. In some cases Brancusi has repeated the 
same theme in marble and in polished brass with interesting modifica- 
[i94-igl6] tions determined by tbe difl^erent surfaces. His busts of Mile. Fogany are 
an example. In the marble version the cheeks are rounded to take ten¬ 
der gradations of hght; in the polished brass they are segmented, to 
produce an incisive curve. The marble is the more tactile, the brass the 
more visual form. 

Light may also be exploited as a deflning element, especially when 
the object is seen—as the sculptor intended it to be seen—against a dark 
background. Sometimes the light wiU seem to flow around the contours 
of the object, like a line of fire. 

More often the effect of light falling on the modeled planes is frag' 
menting. In other words, that tension between the two spaces to which 
Focillon has drawn attention—the space occupied by the object, espace- 
Umite; and the space surrounding the object, espooe-mifieu—disappears 
if the surface is full of peaks of light and pits of shade.^ A detail from 
[186] Maillol’s lead Riuer figure illustrates my point. Actually, as the face 
looks up to the rift of sky between Fifty-third and Fifty-fourth Streets, 
it seems to be seeking for the li^t rather than shrinking from it, but 
any pbotograph illustrates the effect I am referring to, an effect in 
which the violent chiaroscuro perforates the drum-skin tension between 
inner and outer space. The sense of a containing surface is lost. Still 
waters, we say, lie deep; and it is the primary aim of sculpture to lie 
deep, to present a still surface. 

On the other hand, this disintegrating effect of light may be seized 
4, VArl des ramatu (Paris, iftji), pp, 33^-25, 
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as a motif and may be exploited. Throughout the histoiy of art, cer¬ 
tainly of the minor arts, there has always been a tendency to exploit 
defects, for example, to take a flaw in the gla^e of a pot and to make it 
a justification for the decorative beauty of that particular glaze. Ad¬ 
mired glazes like the so-cailed "peach bloom" of Chinese porcelain 
originated in this way; crazing or crackle, at first a technical defect, is 
then deliberately produced for its aesthetic effect. In the same way, it 
seems to me, the fragmented surface of a rugged bronze, such as Rodinas 
head of Balzac, may have suggested the deliberate exploitatioii of 
planes of light in Picasso's Head of a Woman (1909). This head be¬ 
longs, of course, to the transitional stage of cubism, and it has an im- 
mediate parallel in Picasso's paintings of the period. Still, cubism in 
painting was due precisely to the fragmentatioa of visual impressions 
implicit in the whole development of painting from Impressionism on¬ 
wards, and though Picasso and Braque may have taken their immediate 
inspiration from Cezanne or from Negro sculpture and not directly 
from Rodin, my point still holds good. What had been a defect in the 
haptic integrity of impressionistic sculpture was now exploited as an 
aesthetic value. The division into contrasted plane surfaces was organ¬ 
ized systematically to create a cubic form, no longer appealing to spe¬ 
cifically tactile sensations but creating a structural or architectonic 
unity, as in Brancusi’s Adam and Eve. From that point onwards sculpture 
has evolved toward a self-consciously cubistic style typified by the early 
work of Lipchitz and Laurens. 

Cubist scidpture has a close aesthetic affinity with baroque sculp¬ 
ture, inasmuch as in both cases the solidity and palpability of the ob¬ 
ject are sacrified to a deliberate effect of chiaroscuro. As we see in the 
sculpture of Lipchitz and Laurens the play of light is again exploited 
for its own sake. It is significant that the later work of th^e tM«> sculp¬ 
tors, far removed from their early cubist experiments, is distinctly ba¬ 
roque in character. 

A far more deliberate use of light than any we have considered $0 
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far has been made by certain modern sculptors. There are two distinct 
developments to consider. The Erst is due to the use by the sculptor of 
certain newly invented materials that reflect and even refract bght with 
unparalleled effect. Transparent or translucent sculpture is not un- 
I4J1] known in the past; there are the famous skulls of rock crystal from 
Mexico, not to mention various rock crystal carvings of the late classic. 
Gothic, and Islamic periods. There is also a whole class of miniature 
sculptures of molded and drawn glass made at Murano and Limoges 
in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries; however, the recent in- 
la Ml vention of various types of translucent and transparent plastic materials 
that have the advantage of being easily cut or bent has given the sculp¬ 
tor a new opportunity to exploit light. The constructivists in particular 
[aigl have made good use of this opportunity. Naum Gabo, by using Perspex 
{or Lucite), a material of ciy-stal purity, seems to create his forms in 
light itself. We are no longer aware of a gross material substance but 
only of space defined by light and given significant form. These images 
are nonfigurative, but the sculptor has claimed that they are "images of 
reality,** images that express a new and specifically modem form of con¬ 
sciousness. “I cannot help rejecting all repetitions of images already 
done,” the sculptor has said, “already worn out and ineffective. 1 cannot 
help searching for new images and this 1 do. not for the sake of their 
novelty but for the sake of finding an expression of the new outlook on 
the world around me and the new insight into the forces of life and 
nature in me,'' * Obviously such an art has a direct relatioriship, more 
than sympathetic, with those sciences like optics and physics that have 
revealed so much of the inner structuie and organization of the material 
world. It would nonetheless be wrong to think of such sculptures as 
scientifically conceived. They are, rather, poetic images, but theirs is a 
poetry of light, 

S- Niraiii Gabo, "A RetrcMpntivo Vfew Lectutea on Modem Art f New YdA, 
of Constructive Art,** in J. J. Sweeney* p. S3- 
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The constnjctions of Richard Lippold are also images of light, but 
light reflected from the bright surfaces of oickelH:jhromitim wire, stam- 
less-steel wire, and brass rods. They need a strong artificial light and a 
black background for their maximum effect, and then they glitter like 
magnified snow crystals. 

The second development of modem sculpture that deliberately ex¬ 
ploits light is of quite a different origin and has quite a different pur¬ 
pose* We have already seen that the impact of light on the surface of 
an intentionaffy solid mass is to create areas of high light that, if the 
material is at all smooth or polished, have a disintegrating effect on the 
static tension of the mass. It is as if a hole had been eaten into the 
mass by some acid. Everything is done, in museums and private gal¬ 
leries, to diffuse the light so that this disturbing effect is not produced, 
but again the modem sculptor has grasped a potential value from this 
defect* He has seen that if the light, instead of being reflected from the 
protuberant boss, were to be admitted through the mass at such a point 
of impact, a subtle counterpoLut of volume and void would thus be 
brought about* For each convexity a corresponding concavity is created, 
and the result is an expressive rhythm of forms far superior to the rhythm 
of the form from which light is too crudely reflected. Henry Moore has 
been the supreme master of this device, A long series of recumbent 
figures is conceived as rhythmical variations of boss and hollow, of mass 
and void, with the re-Siilt that light is no longer in opposition to the sol¬ 
idity of the object but is an integral part of the total sculptural effect. 
Space invader the object, and the object invades space, with the one 
plastic rhythm. 

If this device is taken far enough, we are once more left, as we are 
in the exploitation of devices to represent movement, with a lifieflr 
sculpture* It almost seems that there exists a tendency for art to revert 
to the characteristic^ of the memory image, that there is an unoonseious 
will to make the images of art correspond to the images in memory^ 
which, as Emanuel Loewy long ago pointed out in connection with 
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Greek sculpture, are without light and shade.* Some of Moore's works, 
laog] such as the DouhU Standing F^ttre In bronze of 1950, are virtually 
linear, though a suggestion of modeling still lingers in some of the ele'> 
ments and the total effect is still one of an ob|ect situated in three- 
dimensional space. The temptation is to go further than this and to 
create, as we saw in the preceding chapter, objects with linear outhnes 
[eoS, 212] that define space but do not occupy it. At this point, as I suggested, a 
new art is bom: a negative sculpture, a sculpture that denies the basic 
elements of the art of sculpture as we have hitherto conceived it, a 
sculpture that rejects all the attributes of palpable mass. I do not deny 
that an art of great possibilities is conceivable in this direction, but 
technically it would be classified in any museum not as sculpture but 
as wrought ironwork. It is an art that in the past was not despised. 
Some of the masterpieces of Gothic and Renaissance art belong to this 
category. 

These developments, made all the more possible by modem proc¬ 
esses and materials, have culminated in a general cultural phenomenon 
for which we might borrow Jos^ Ortega y Gasset’s phrase, the de¬ 
humanization of art.^ It is a process that has taken place in all the arts, 
even in literature. To the majority of people this development of art is 
profoundly disturbing; it does not agree with their coDcepUoa of art 
as a record of “lived reali^." To the artist, however, the drift is instinc¬ 
tive and therefore inevitable. It is not with him a process of willful 
perv'ersion. He creates the images he does create because he must 
create such images or be false to his consciousness of what is significant 
in his experience. This state of consciousness he absorbs from his en¬ 
vironment, from a mechanistic civilizatjonj from a general atmosphere 
of anxiety and mental anguish. He has every right to turn on those 

6, The of Nahae (ji Earlg Helena Wey] "The DehumanizaUaa ef 

Creek Art, hr, Jobji FotheigUl (Locidpn, Art," Ttie Dahunvintzatiem of Art and 
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who complain of his inhumanity and to say;^ "'It is not I but you who 
have created the conditions that compel my imagination to create 
images of terror and despair. Your science, your politics, your way of life 

are responsible for a dehumanization of life itself." The kind of mind 

* 

that conceives Buchenwald or the atomic bomb cannot expect the artist 
to create an illusory world of ideal human types. Art must oorre' 
spond to the reality that conditions the spiritual outlook of each age: 
in that sense great art is always realistic. It is also realistic in another 
sense, because it still treats as real the universals of harmony and grace. 
Modem art is inhuman; but it is not inept. It can give to anguish itself 
the intensit)' of tragic artj and against nihilism and despair it will pro* 
test with constructive images that affirm the possible existence of a 
harmonious realm of essence. 

“The poet," says Jos 4 Ortega y Gasset, “aggrandizes the world by 
adding to reality, which is there by itself, the continents of his imagi¬ 
nation. Author derives from auctor, he who augments. It was the title 
Rome bestowed upon her generals when they had conquered new teiti- 
toiy' for the City." * The modem artist is an auctor in this sense. The 
territory we live in is a waste land, inhabited by hollow men. That is 
the reality we experience, the truth as we perceive it. “But wait," says 
the artist: "^Vhat we endme, what we suffer, is not the whole of reality. 
The world of the imagination is also a reality, and in my imagination 
is a consciousness of an extension of the lived reality—the consciousness 
of a new reality. Perhaps 1 can create symbols that will express my 
consciousness of this other, this new-found reality." Such at any rate Is 
the daring ambition of the modem artist: to live on the frontiers of 
existence and to work to extend them. 

The experimental development of form in sculpture ends, for the 
moment, at this point. I am far from suggesting that linear sculpture rep¬ 
resents a stable conquest of new plastic forms. On the contrary, I am 

8, Ibid., p. 31. 
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inclined to see in linear sculpture a return to tbe visual prejudices of 
the Renaissance or perhaps to the surface dynamism of the Middle 
Ages. In any case this is decidedly not a palpable art; it is not an art 
that engages the full range of plastic sensibility, I do not wish to estab¬ 
lish a hierarchy of the arts based on a quantitative sensational basis. 
One cannot say that the eye is superior to the ear and that therefore 
Michelangelo is superior to Beethoven, nor tlmt Michelangelo is su¬ 
perior to Giotto because his sensibility for three-dimensional form was 
more acute or more clearly expressed. Indeed, I have always protested 
against comparative evaluations of artists or even of works of art, be¬ 
cause every authentic aesthetic experience is sui generis, unique. We 
may like oranges better than apples, but we do not assert that therefore 
oranges are better than apples. Doctors may assure us that apples are 
better for us than oranges, but we do not therefore assert that apples 
are more beautiful than oranges. We may assert that the Sgures in the 
Portail Royal at Chartres are architecturally more appropriate for that 
particular location than would be the Three Standing Figures of Heniy 
Moore, but three figures from Chartres, tom from their context, their 
architectural setting, would look fragmentary and frustrate in a London 
park. What we can say—and it has perhaps been the recurrent theme 
of this volume—is that to each particular co-ordination of the senses 
corresponds an appropriate art with its aes thetic laws. If we give promi¬ 
nence to vision and subordinate all other sensations to its law of 
maximum aesthetic effect, then we get one kind of art; if we give promi¬ 
nence to touch and subordinate ail other sensations to its law of maxi¬ 
mum aesthetic effect, then we get another kind of art. I have not 
assumed that sculpture is an art of tactile sensation only; I have pointed 
out that even within die concept of “tactile sensation" we must include 
those somatic or haptic sensations that take place inwardly. What I 
have asserted—and nothing in my aesthetic experience has ever weak¬ 
ened my conviction on this point—-is that the art of sculpture achieves 
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its maximum aod most distinctive effect when the sculptor proceeds 
almost blindly to the statement of tactile values, values of the palpable, 
the ponderable, the assessable mass, Integral volume, not apparent to 
the eye alone, but given by every direct or imaginable sensation of 
touch and pressure—such is the uniq[ue sculptural emotion. 

This specific sensibility has been predominant, it seems to me, in all 
the great epochs of sculpture. To select these epochs is to make oneself 
an arbiter of taste, but I have declared my principles in the preceding 
pages, and abiding by them I believe my choice can be decisive. It will 
be remembered that Matthew Arnold once selected from the world's 
poetry eleven lines or verses that he gave as touchstones for the essential 
qualities of poetry. In the same spirit, Allen Tate revised these touch¬ 
stones for our modem sensibihty, and HuntLngton Calms, in his anthol¬ 
ogy The Limits of Art, brought these touchstones together. I think 1 may 
claim to be acting less metaphorically if I make a similar selection of 
touchstones for the art of sculpture, for all except one, which is a bronze, 
will be literally touched stones. 

I begin with the head of an Egyptian prince, which is now in the [142,143] 
Boston Museum of Fine Arts. It is a limestone carving of the period of 
the Old Kingdom—the IV dynasty, say about 2S40-2660 n.c.* It was 
intended as a reserve head to be placed beside the mummy of the 
prince in his tomb. The carv'ing is of extreme delicacy and expressive¬ 
ness, but no less expressive is the firm sense of bony structure and tense 
containment of volume. It is a piece that admirably illustrates all those 
qualities of integral mass and palpablhty that 1 have called the primary 
characteristics of sculpture. 

A bronze head, made perhaps in the sixteenth century, from the 1 165! 

9, Cf. Wfliimn Stov'ewa Smith, A in ihe Old Kingdom {udA Oifoxid, 

iofy of Eg^tian Setdpiure and Painting p- And jh. 
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Benin kingdom in Nigeria and now in the British Museum, is of 
plastic power. It is more elaborate than the Egj'ptian head, but no 
less expressive or less beautiful. In spite of the intervention of at least 
four thousand years, these two heads from the continent of Africa share 
the same universal qualities of great sculpture. 

[62] My third touchstone is the Rampin horseman from the Louvre. 
Actually only the head belongs to the Louvre, as the torso is at the 
National Museum of Athens, but the late Humfry Payne discovered 
that the two fragments belonged together, and in our illustration they 
are shown reunited. This figure belongs to the so-called Archaic period 
of Greek sculpture and may be dated about 560 It is a period ttiat 
used to be regarded as preparatory to the mature style of the fifth cen¬ 
tury, but that we now dare to assert was never surpassed in essentia) 
sculptural values, for what the fifth century added were for the most 
part painterly values. At least, what the fifth century gained in ideal 
harmony, we may say, it lost in expressive vitality 
[79I My fourth touchstone is a figure representing Charity by Tino di 
Camaino—a sculptor whom I have mentioned more ihan once. At pres¬ 
ent in the Museo Bardini in Florence, it originally belonged to the 
baptistry of the Cathedral and was perhaps One of the figures of the 
Virtues recorded as standing over one of the portals.'® In the esarly 
sixteenth century this figure and its companions were evicted as being 
too clumsy {gdffo) for the refined taste of the period. Elegant groups 
by Sansovino and Rustici were substituted; the strength of simplicity, 
the power of compact mass were exchanged for some exercise in paint- 

to, Cf+ Hii£ii£iy Pajme ^nd tures^ 1^53-54^ Cambridge, MasSi, 
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erly rhetoric. Luckily this figure ha^ been salvaged, and Tino is now 
honored far above the usurpers of the sixteenth century* 

For my fifth touchstone 1 take a detail from Michclangelo*s Field [92,93] 
of 1498-1500 in St. Peters. By comparison with my other touchstones^ 
this Is a relatively sophisticated work;, but one could not find a more 
nearly perfect example of a sensitive counterpoint established between 
the palpable volumes of the human features and the linear dynamism 
of the eneJosing garments. That is of course a poor way of describing 
a symbol of such ineffable dignity and tenderness; no plastic s^inbol 
was ever so self-sufficient^ so far beyond the capacity' of comparable 
linguistic symbols. 

My sixth touchstone is a reclining figure representing the Mayan [204] 
deity Chac MooL Here we find a simplification of forms dictated to 
some extent^ perhaps* by the rectangle of stone from which the figure 
was carved but nevertheless achieving a concentration of numinous 
power appropriate to this deity of rain and fertility. The hands over the 
belly grasp a bowl ready to receive whatever sacrifices were due the 
god, and the whole attitude of the figure expresses a tense minatory 
power by means of the formal values given to it by the sculptor* 

Finally I select a reclining figure by Henry Moore. It was carved in [205] 
brown Homton stone in 1929 .1 might have selected a much more repre¬ 
sentative example of this sculptor^s ’work, but doing $0 would have been 
to evade the essential diffietdties of contemporary art as typified by this 
piece of sculpture. In formal values it is not unrelated to the Mayan 
figure of Chac Mool; Moore has admitted the influence of such sculp¬ 
ture on his own work. Indeed, if we dismiss the refigious and historical 
associations of the Mayan figure, we are left with a formal composition 
that does not differ in any essentials from the formal composition of 
this figure of Moore s. 

But, it will be said* the numinous and terrifying associations of the 
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Mayan piece make its power and greatness, just as the dignity and 
[ga. 93 l tenderness of Michelangelo*s Tieta make its greatness* To acquiesce in 
such a statement is to be guilty of the fundamental error in art appre¬ 
ciation; it is on the contrary the power and greatness of the sculptor's 
forms that make possible, in the one case, an association with emotions 
of terror and propitiation, or, in the Other case, with emotions of love 
and sorrow. 

But what emotions then, it will be asked, are we supposed to asso¬ 
ciate with the forms of Moore’s ftecKning Figure? In our world with¬ 
out religious or social consciousness it is for each of us to become 
conscious of whatever new values arc discoverable in the forms con¬ 
ceived by the artist. I myself believe that this piece does suggest, in its 
magical way, certain chthonic forces—forces of the earth and of organic 
growth—and that it is possible that these forces proceed from some 
deep level of the unconscious, the level that Jung calls collective be¬ 
cause it is no longer personal. If this belief is true, then the modem 
artist is once again creating the symbols for our most profound spiritual 
experiences. He does not create these consciously: the faculties with 
which he advances beyond the frontiers of existence are exploratory, 
intuitive. The artist does not seek: he finds.” 

Nearly two hundred years ago, during his residence at Breslau be¬ 
tween 1760 and 1765, Lessing wrote his Ladkoon, an essay designed to 
set limits to the arts of painting and poetry. He took for his point of de¬ 
parture a piece of sculpture, and he confessed in his Preface that under 
the term of painting he comprehended the plastic arts generally. He 
was able to be so comprehensive because, following Winckehnann, 
he judged the arts by their purposes, not by their procedures, and 

13. So Picasso affirms, Cf, *"Ficas5D Fiamo: Ff/fy Hfe Art (Now York, 

Speaksp" The ArU, HI (May, 19^}* 315- PP ajo-Zip 

]ie|irfDted hi Alfred K. Bair, 
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tdd that the purpose of the plastic arts was distinct from that of the 
poetic arts. Poetic drama, for example, may express human emotion in 
all its expressive range, but the plastic arts are limited by an ideal 
of beauty that forbids not merely caricature and all expressionistic 
exaggeration but a whole range of human emotions. 'There are pas* 
sions, and degrees of passion, which are expressed by the ugliest pos¬ 
sible contortions of countenance, and throw the body into such a forced 
position that all the beautiful lines which cover its surface in a quiet 
attitude are lost. From all such emotions the ancient masters either 
abstained entirely, or reduced them to that lower degree in which they 
are capable of a certain measure of beauty, 

"Rage and despair disgraced none of their productions; I dare 
maintain that they never painted a Fury.'' 

I quote Lessing not to revive an almost forgotten controversy but 
to throw into rehef our distinctively modem approach to the arts. Woe 
to the artist, cries Lessing, who sacrihces beauty to expression! Woe to 
the artist, we cry, who sacrifices expression to beauty! The very mean¬ 
ing of these words has changed. We demand from the artist not the 
expression of "a great and self-collected souJ," which was Winckel- 
mann's description of Greek art; not a literary or philosophical ideal 
of any kind. For good or ill we now demand from the artist an ex¬ 
pression of truth, and in judging the success of the artist in this task 
our criterion is the subjective criteiion of vitality rather than the objec¬ 
tive criterion of harmony. We say of a work of art that it mooes us, that 
it appeals to us, that it fascinates us, that it excites us~all expressions 
that indicate a psychological and not an intellectual reaction. We have 
revalued the art of the past in the same subjective way and have noth¬ 
ing but amusement or contempt for the aesthetic judgments of the 

14. Ffose WorkM^. o<L Edward Bell, tx* E, C. 

and HeicD Zunmem (new edn., rei^.p Londorti 1890}^ p, 
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eighteenth and nineteentli eenturies. In this revaluation of aesthetic 
values—from beauty to truth, from idealism to realism, from serenity 
to vitality—the whole of the modem movement in art, beginning with 
Impressionism, is involved as a practical activity, and the whole of the 
modem criticism of art is involved as a philosophical activity. 

Truth, as an aim, is ]ust as ambiguous as beauty, and the distinc¬ 
tions that Lessing made between the arts as appropriate instruments for 
the representation of beauty must now be drawn between the arts as 
appropriate instruments for the expression of truth. That is what, in my 
tentative way, I have been trying to draw in these pages. The problem 
is to determine, as between the various plastic arts and their appropri¬ 
ate techniques, the range of aesthetic effectiveness. Crudely we say that 
silk purses cannot be made out of sows' ears. A little less crudely we 
say that tactile seusations are best conveyed by palpable objects. Our 
real aim is to treat the infinitely complex range and subtle intricacy 
of human sensibihty as an instrument for the apprehension of reality- 
of reality in its widest sense—and to learn a little about the correct 
focusing of that instrument. Our objective is not pleasure, or it is pleas¬ 
ure only incidentally, We have discovered that art has a biological 
function, diat the artist, like the photosynthetic cells that absorb crea¬ 
tive energy from cosmic rays. Is the sensitive organ of an evolving 
consciousness-of man^s progressive apprehension and understanding of 
his universe, Giotto, Piero della Francesca, Rembrandt, C^Eanne, 
Picasso; Giovanni Pisano, Michelangelo, Rodin, Moore: these are names 
that mark some of the many stages of this creative evolution. I have 
drawn these names from the present cycle of civilization. Other 
could be quoted from other cycles, the Oriental, the Creek, the me¬ 
dieval, There is an impressive continuity in arts witness to man’s 
evolving sense of reality. From time to time a civilization f gl l'? from 
grace, and art is destroyed by fanaticism, taxation, and war. But the 
monuments remain—monoliths along a path that for four hundred cen- 
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tunes is otherwise unmarked. The iUustiations to this volume mark out 
that path, a path that begins faintly with stray images of fertility from 
paleolithic caves, broadens out to become the measured highway of 
human culture;, and now points to the future with icons that have not 
yet precipitated ideas. Without these milestones of his spiritual odyssey, 
man would be like a child lost in the night. 
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4 - Sphim and pyramid at Mempliis. Egypt (iv Dynasty)^ about atS5o a.c. Eock-cut 
liuiestone and masonry 


5 (right). A^nnEA oel VEaROCCliii} (1436^8) and Ai^EssAxono Leopahjji (d. 152a?), 
The Colieoin Monument, %^enice, modeled 1479-81, completed 1496. Bronze. 0 %^eT life- 
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6 . Kneeling fip,re o( jed.her(P), with shrine 
□f Osiris. Egypt. 5*3-30 b.c. Hard bluet stone, 
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7, A recolutruction of (he interior (celln) of the Partheniin, Athens, 44?”3S Marble, 
w. 71 ft. t« J94 ft. 
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id, [ntedior of Santa Maria in Cosmedin. Romep viii tontu^ 












n. Hekhy Moohe. EtetaiU of screen on the Time-Life Building, London. 
19.52-53. Portland Stone. 361S ft. x 10 ft. 








lib. The Fall of Man. Ducal Palace, Venice. 
About 130 {>-i35o. Stone 


13 Carved nahiralbtif: 

well Cathedral. English, about 


tsrnametit nl South- 
iioo—n^Q^ Stone 



































14- Adam and Eve. Capital in the Church of Notre'Dame, Cbauvigny, French, about iioo. Stone 









1 ^. Christ supported by aiigels^ From the tymp^iioi of the Prior's door, 
Ely CLithedraJ. English^ about 1140. Stone 



15^. Samuel smointlng Davidr Capital in the cloislef of the Abbey of 
Moissac. French, early Ait century. Stone 



i6. The fenlQCKnt TjmpMuin in the Jiartlieic of the Church of the Magdalen, V^eiay. French^ about 
1133, Stone, w. 31 ft, 4 m. ii- 35K ft. (Tlie Egures on the archiv^ll and hotel probably represent the 
distant peoples waiting for the Coitpel) 



i7p Christ of the Second Coiming, surrounded by the four symbols of the Evangelists and adored by the 
foiir-and-twenty Elders of Be^'elation. Forch of the Church of St. Petexp htoCssac-h French, m 5 ” 3 ‘ 5 ' -Sloue. 
w, i8 ft. 8 id. " 







Ttit; Sp^indrelSp vMl {above) and west sides of the south paruh. MaLmesbury Abbey< EnglUhp 

about 1160. Approximately half life-si% 
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±D. CAiyatid frotn tlie Erechtheuisi. 
Athem, 411-409 Marbl«. h. 7K ft. 












31 . Four figures (the nncestors of Christ?) from the west front (Fortai] Royal) 
of Chartres Qtthedral. French, about 1150. Stone, ft. soH ft. 




































24 , Pier, with croswd lion* and a prophet. Church of St. Peter. Moisaac. French, 
about 1100-1150. Stone 














33 * E'C- Exterior of the north end of the traiuept, Reims Cathedra]. Late Jtm 
century, Slpne 
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as. Mos«s. St Maiy's Abbey, York. English. 
About laoo. Stone, h. 5 ft 9^ in. 
















26. The “V^etius” of LniisKi (Eferdogne)* France, Carving from a rock 
shelter, Faleolithie period (Pcrigordiaii style)- Ijmestni^e. n. 17 in. 







17* The "Venus" of WiUendorf, Austria. Paleolithic period (Aurignat-ian 
style). Limestone. H. 4ii in. 
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Statuette. Mespp£>tainia 
(Sumer xxix century b.c. Terra 
cotta. abcHJt 5 la. 









^9- Cod of Kuptos, 
prehistoric period. Limestone, n. 
77 
















30. end of 3 rd miileniuiini B-C. 

Carved ni;trble. ii. about 20 in. a. From Styros. h, 
Frcim Fiiros. c- From Amorgos 
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31. Anuilets [fertility charias?). CytluUes!, end of 
3rd millenniiirn ttrC. Carved marble. K. iibaut 5 in, 
a. From Amargos, b. From Kimolojj. c. From Faros 
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38 , Statuette. Greece (TuDagra), tv-m centuries b C. Terra 
CQtta. H. lo in. 






33- Miisicjans. Chlius (Twig Dynasty) ^ a.d, 61^^-906, Terra eolta^ about io?i 






34^ Statuettes of the Bodhisatlva Aviilokiteshvarap Chiua (T'ang Dynasty 
A.D. 61^-906- Carved ivory. H, 3II iii+ 



35' Fkanz Antox Bub'TELLi (1733-63). Lady with fla^. Bavaiia (Nym- 
phenburg], about 1760. Porc^liiin. it. 7** 




36I1- Youth Irnploring^ Modeled in cby hy a congerutallj bhnd 
youth of 17- 3CX centu^ 


Figure. Belgian Congo (Waregga tribe). 
Wood. u. ^ in. 







37^*- Pain. Mndeled in clay by a mngenitally blind yo^th of iB. 
xxcenhwy 


37<i, Masi. Ivory Coast (Dan tribe?). 
WockI. b. loUfi in. 















38tfr GlACO^co Balla. Abstract Study of Velocity. 1§13. Gouacbe on paper^ 
17 X %Q ifi. 


3ab. Impression from cylinder seal* Mesopotamia (Susa), before 3000 b.c 
Steatite, h. 0.67 in. 


38c, Imprcssioii from cylinder seal ^(esapota1rllH (Tello)* before 300& e.c. 
Marble, ji. d,86 in. 





39- Mawcri. Duchamp. Sad Young Maui in a Train. 1911. Oil on cardbcKud. 

38.6 X 39.4 in. 







40- Ax-shaped tablet. ChiEta, before b-C- Jade, el 7^1 in. 
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41h Carved skull, probably representing the Death Cod. Ajttec, about 1324-1521. Rock ctystal. H. 







42. Ferseus beheading Medusa, from a metope of Temple C at Selinu^. SidJy, SSo-530 = Marble 







43- Lapilh and Centaur, froin a metcjpe df the Parthenqn. Athene, about 447- 
443 B.c. Marble. 47 x 50 in. 





44- Elephant. China Chon E>>tnuly\ or earlier), about iiaa-149 a.c. Bronze ritual vewh h. in. 


45- Chiua, (Sh^ig Dyiiiisty)^ ijbout 1756-11££ n.c. Bronze rituijl H, in. 









46 (left)- Head of a horse, from the Parthenon frieze, e^st pedimeiil. Athens. 
44Z-38 B.c. Maj-ble. h. 41 iq. 


47* Head of a cat. from a group of c^l and kittens. Egypt (Saite or Ptolemaic period), 
vu-i centuries fl,c. Bronze, l. of group^ in. 








S,i d'Aiidoubeit (Arifige), Fmoce. FdwUlhic peiiod (MagddfinUn 

style). Modeled in clay. about 24 in, i™ v e- 













5a Quadruped. China (late Chou D}rnasty)p vi-Mi oenturiu^ b.c. Bronze, k. 4M lu. 




51. Dog. Meitico (w-cnUed Western CivilizatioD K from Coiimfl. goo b.c-aji. 15a i. Ocherons 
day^ covered with a. polished red slip, l, 16N io. 
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52. Fabulous bird. Mosan, early jciii ceFiturj'. Gilt bronze ewer, cast and chased, enriched with 
tiiello and silveti h. 7!^ in. 























53 ^ Pablo Picasso. Cods- About 1932. Bion^e. h, 26S bi, 





54^ Hqrse. China (Six Dynasties}, a.o, 265-5^9. Tma cotta, l. 11% pi. 








5 S' Edcah Dec as (1834-1917). Horse Clfliring an Obstacle. About i»65r-8i. Bronze, h- nil m. 




56. ‘The Lady of Auicrre.” Greek (possibly Cretan], end of century b.c. lioieftone. 
u. 29K in. 







57. Funerary figure. Egypt (New Kingdom)* 
about isSo-iogo bx. Folychrorue wood, traces 
of gilt. H. ^ in. 




58. Funerary figure of a lady. E^t (Nfew 
]Cingdom)p about 1580-1.090 b c. Wood* vd(h 
golc&eaf applied to necklace, h. iill&fn. 





59 - ^'^otive statuette oi a lady. Egypt (SaTte 
perfod), 663-525 P C. Bron*e, h. afi* in. 




6o< Votive statuette of a tedy- Detail of 
plate 59 



Apollo, fcimd in tlie sea near PJombinOp 
Italy. Greek, early v centur>' b.c. Bronze, 
H. 45^ m. 











62 The Ihmpin horamanj iht head from tJw Uuvre, cwnpleted by the 
broken torso from the National Museum, Athena. About s6o b.c. 





6^- Stone frsgnient war* 
shlped as Rukmtni. Iixlia 
(Nokhas), probably' x cen- 
tuiy A. 11 . Sandstone. H. 5 ft- 
4S in- 






Uoness from ihe palace of Assur^bani-pal. Assyria <Nineveh), 66S-26 b,C, Ala- 
Hr 3^ w. 69 ii]+ 




^5- Voting woman tvith a lotus blos^ 
suai. Egypt (v Dynas(y style) > 3750- 
^615 BrC. Limestone bloclc ean'ed in 
isfimken relief, h. 4 ft. 3 in. 
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W (left). St. John the Baptist and Saint?. 
Byzantine, xi— xit centutie?- Pierced panel 
of ivory, H. gSi in. w* 534 in. 


The Adoration of the Magi- English^ 
centuries. Whalebone, m, 14]* in. 
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6g, The Three Magi- 


68 (left). Hesid i>f the Virgin. «t P^*“^ 





70. EtestDEBio UA Settignano {i4aS-64>. The li'oijng Chnst with St. John the 
Baptist. Florence, mid-xv century. Marble, ii. 15* in. 










71. Francesco di Ciorcio Martini (?) (i 439 -iS«)- -Mlegary of Discord- 
Siena, about 1450-15^*“- Stucco, w. afife in. 











72 CIOVANM P,s>LSO Tilt Anni.nci;Hion, Detail From,. panH of thr p„lpit 

m iant Andie;i. Pistom. Commi.wioned eompTctcil 1301. Marble. Rnieh 33 





73- CIOVAKNI PBano, The %'irgin Mary, Cra«p from the Cnieifixion Panel of the pulpit in 
Sant" Andiea, Pistttia (see plate 73} 
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yjf . Giovasm Pisano. The Nativity. from a panel ol ihe pulpit in Sanf Andrea, Pistoia 

(see plate ya) f r , 






7S. Ti>q ui Camaxso (ii8s?-i3.^7). Votive relief nf Queen Sxincm. «ilh donor, \ ir- 
gin and Cliild. StS- Clara and Franeis, and angels. Italian, about 1300-1337, Marble. 
H- in. 











76* Giovanni Pisano. Virgin on'J 
Child, in th& Cuthedrnl at Prato. 
Aboiil 1317. Mar We, it. *7’^ 





77 - Virgin ai 
(Scihonl nf i 
Ivory. H. 14 in 


Child 

, XIV 


Rent’ll 

century. 


















/S. Tino di Camal^jo- Virgin of the AnDunciution, in tile Church of Santa 
Croce. Florence. About 1319. Marble, h, aei! in. 



7£>. Tiso Di Casiai.so. Chiurity* Florence, about 1321-114. Marble, u. 49M in. 









Probubly by Nino Psaso (1313?-? 1368) ■ Virgin and Child rMadoitna del 
Latte**), Pisa, about 1363-68. Nliirble. M. 35^^ in. 




82 Jacopo della Quercia (1371-1438). The Madonna of HumlUly. Italian, about 
1448-35. Marble, h. 23 In. ^ 




$ 3 ^ Tbe Mudanna idI Humility. ADothcr view 







fl4. Donatello (about 1386-1466), The David of the Casa Maitclli. Italian, 
1434^3^* Miuble. M. 64 in. 
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85. The David of the Cawi Martelli. Head of Goliath 












fi6 . DovateujO. David- Florence 
1408-9. Marble. H. jsSifi. 




8?. Donateixo. David. Florence, 
1438-43. Bronze, h, 60S in. 




SS-69. Antonio Rossellino 
(1447-78). formerly attributed to 
Leonardo. The Virgin with the 
Laughing Child. Florence, tnid-xv 
cenhuy, Terra cotta, h. so “i. 
(Right: detail) 













90. Statuette of a Negro mualoLaai, fouiid at CMlcm- 
sur-Sa^ne in 1763. Helleiustio, tate rv-i centuries b.c. 
Bronze, h. 8 In. 



91. Asdma mi Verrocodo {1436-SS)- l»i»d cm a globe, 
Florence, mid-sv cenlury. Terra cotta, h, ag!4 in. 






9(2. Michelangelo. Pieta, St. P«tet5+ Hrsme. 1496—1500, Marble, ii- S9 in. 






95- Detail of the (See plate 91) 







94 - Mioielakcelo. Stave, iii~ 
tended for the tomb of Pope Juliiu 
II. Rome. 1513-16. Marble. »’ 
dfiK id. 









^ 7 , MicMEL^scei-o- 

Florence, 1501—4. MjrrWc. 


David. 


% in. 





















99- MichklancIlLO. The Florenre Pieti* R(>tne, about 1550^6. Marble. 
H. 7 ft 6 in. 


98. MichelANCEL iO. Head of David. (See plated 9^-97) 
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j 00-101, Mich£la^celo. Tl»e Florence Pkta, 
Delaib. (See pkte 99) 








102. DonaT£LLO. The Lamentatioii over the Dead Chiist Detail from the PietsV 
1450-60. Belief in brofi^e- Croup, 13 x in. 






103- Donatello. Deposition from the Cross, Detnil. (See plate 104) 






104. Donatello. The Deposition from the Cross. Section of panel from tKe pulpH 
of San Lorenzo. Florence, about 1460-66. Relief in bronze 
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105, The Deposition froin the Cross. Detail 



io6. DoxATtLLO. The Deposition from the Cross. Detail. (See plate 104] 





107 . TiLMAN RlENfCN^CHNEIDEH 
(1460?-1551), Mary Sdcrme and 
Zebedoe. German^ al»ut 1500-1510. 
Umeivood, H. 47 in* 





(See plate 107) 




109- Salome, (See plate 107) 
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iio. ScpmeUmef attributed to Josef Thaoimus Stammel (1695-1765). A Eg- 
tme fji^nbollEing Fear. South Gemianp about 1750-^5. Box^-ood. M. 14 ^ in. 














Ill* Fbasz Icnaz CuxTtiiLfi t i7i5”7S)- Pieta. Nemjiiigen (Wijrltemberg)^ Fri^dliofkapelle, 1774, 
Lim«wood. h- 64 in. 
















112. Fhanz Igsaz CijKtHEft. Piet^ D«tai], (See plate iti) 
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114“15. Fran^ ICNAZ CUKTHER. The Annund' 
atiou- Executed in 1764 for **>» Bosenkranz- 
briidei^haft of Weyam. Bavaria. Ijmewood. a. 
63 in. 








ii6. CiovjmNi Lorenzo Bebmki (i59&-i68o>. Apollo and Daphne. 

Rome, Marble. Life-size 




117 - Chjvajsni Lorenzo Behninl Iziuis XIV, Itoliam, 1665. Bronze repUca of the marble 
bust at Versailles, h. 38% In. 













ii8. Giov^vjJi Lorenzo Bernint. Ecstasj^ of Saint Teresa. Jn Santa M^a ddb Vittoria, 
Home. 1645-5J2. Marble. Life-size 






iiQ. Old Fishermnn. Roman version of a work dating frofn the Hellenistic pericKh 
Marble of different colors, n. 4S In. 






120 - 131 + Fioixcescio pa SanV 
Acata {p. 15^0-30). Hercules and 
Antueus. Fiidua^ about 1520. 
Bronsce, 11. 55H0 in. 











IJISI. BEN^-^wro Ceixls-i (1500^1571)* Virtue Ch^Mcoiming Vice. Florertce, 
XVI century* Bmnxe. u. ^ in. 










123- Virtue Overcoming Vice. Rear \‘iew 




Be?£vewto Cellini. Virtue Overcoming PyoBle. 

(See plate 122) 




125^ Jacopo Sansovino (i4Si&-i57o). ^’enus Ajmdy- 
omene. Florentine-Venetian, ,tv* cenluiy. Bronze, ii, 
65 JS in. 












iiB—1^, ApluodJte (Veims 
dyomene)^ found atCyrene^ Bofn^n 
copy of a Creek originsli ^hout t 
century i.C, Miirble. Slightly undet 
life-size 







(W*?! Chained Action (mohuin, 

BJjinqiii). About 1906. Bronze replica (by sculptor) of lead original, h 


tmonumeiit to Louis 


47 in. 








13 X. Chained Action. Bade view 














133- ^ fauntiiiii figure. Anollier view 






















135 - Soldier with a falcon. Japan, pre-Buddhlft period. 
Day. H. £9.6 in. 







136- Seated female figure. Western Mcjdco (NayatiO^ about goo b.c^-a.d. 1521+ Ochef terra 
cntta. Hr 17 in. 
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137* The Wrestler. Mexico (Olmec euUure), from Uxpanapan (Vera Cruz), about 500-100 
B.C- Hr ±6 in. 









138< Prince of Flo wets, God of Joy. Musfc, and Dancing. Meiico (Zapotec culture. 3rd 
period), from San Lonnzo Albarradas (Oaxaca), about aji. 509-1000. Deep buff terra cotta. 


H. in. 












139- TTie Scribe of Cuilapan. Mexico (Zapolec colnire), from Cullapan {Oaxacal, about 400 
ii-c.“A.i>- »5ai. Ocher terra cotta, h- to. 









140. Head or ^kwlL AjeIcc (Texcoco), about a.d. 1324^15*1. ObsttUan, h. 4K m. 






141 - Mask of green serpentine. Mexico (“Toltec,* sl)-ie ol Teotihuacan), about a.u. 
SOO-12W. n. SS ki. 




















Head of a prJnco^ frona £gypt (xv 

TyyiL&sty}^ about 2840-^680 ¥^C- LLmestone. h, ioJ 4 

in. 








144' Head tf m old man, powibSy a pffcst of las. Rome, mid-i century b-c. Marble, Appro*!- 
mately llfe^ize 





145 of Prince Ankh-haf, from Giza. Egypt (iv Dynasty), about 1840-^680 a.c, 
Fainted limestone, H. ao in. 





146- Bust of Prince Ankh'hof. Side aiid three* 
quATter views. (See plate 14s) 












147- Head id a priest (Saite period), 663-5x5 B-C. Green schist, h. 3S in. 





148. Portrait of Ameiiemhat IIL Egypt (^11 DyTiiW^)^ abcHit 1850-1800 a.c, ObsldLan. h. 4^%c* in. 


Vi; 





149 - Hunuan head. Mexico^ befdre a,Di 1521. Onyx. ei. S m. 





15^- Statuette of the courtier Bes. ^gvpt {SaTle period), about B63-535 rx. 
Limestone, h. fn. 






% 


igi. Stahielte of the courtier Bes. Back view. 












15^- A scjibft, found at Sakkara in a v Oynastjr tofnb^ Egirpl> aliuut 

£540 fi.c. Painted limestonep ^9 bi. 







153- A seated scribe. 
Back view. 








154- Men-kau-Rji 

tw«n dw goddess Haihot 

and the god^ss of the nom^ 
of Diospolis Parvft- ^ 

Dynasty), about aSoo 
Schist H. 37 ^ in. 





15S* M^cnphite funclionjijy and his 
wife, ^gypt (iv Dynasty), abcml 
?S4o^6Sa B.c, Wood- n- ay in. 






156. Nicholas Brour and Codphey Prest. Head of the efligj- of Bicbud II. In the Con 
feswr s Chapel. Westmimter Abbey. About 1395. Bronze. Life-size 




15 ?' Head of di« effigv^ of Edward IIin the Confessor's Chape!, Westminster Abbey. After 
1377- Broii 55 e+ Ufe-size 





158. DoNATEUfl. So^alled portrait of Nl£Co16 da Uzaano. Florence, about 
143a. Painted terra cotta, u. rS in. 


1591 UtsiDEHio D\ St [1 iCNAjfo, Detail from a fireplace Florencep mid-xv 
century. Sandstone. 034 x la ft. 














i6o. Portrait of ua old man. FloreocCp about 1450-1500. Terra cotta, h. 33M io. 














VEmnoccinD. Portr^tqf a Lady. FtoreaceH ^bout 1480^ Marble, u. ±4 m. 











i6i, Antonio Hosseluno. Perhaps a portrait of Matteo Faljniert Florence, about 
1468. ^farble^ h. about 33 fn. 








163. Vehkocchio- PpriTaJt of Lorenzo do* Medici. Florencep abcHit 147Q--&8. Terra 
cotta. H. 25X in. 











164 (left)* Portrait of a Yo- 
niba of ancient SDuthem 
Nigeria, kv centufy or ear¬ 
lier* Bronze, Approximately 
life-size 

165. Head of a gid. BeniTii, 
Nigeria, probably 3tvi cen- 
tyiy. Bronze. Approximately 
llfe-Aize 











i§6. Male figure, Belgian Congo (Balyta 
tribe)» probably xde ceatiuy^ Wo^. H- ^7 

(right) * Carved wpodaa cup fn the 
of a head. EetgiaD Congo (Balcoogo trih^h 
probably xtx cenhuy^ u. in+ 




















i68. CeremomaJ mask of carved wood. Belginn Congo (Bashonge Iribe) n«hai« sir 
centuiy. h. 14^ iti, r tf 






169. Mask With pigtails. Belgian Congo (Bapciidc tribe), perhaps xix centurr'. Wood. Ap¬ 
proximately life-size 







170. The Mailreyfl pf the Kwyuji Tftnple, Kyirtp. japan (Aeuka period}, vii 
century Wood, odginii]^ lacquered^ n. 48.3 b. 














171. Kmnym- China (Simg Dynaaly), a.d. 960-1*79. Pointed wood* h. in. 










17*. Virgin and Ckild, in choir of York Minster. English, 
late XI century. Stone relief, n. 24 in. 





Vtr^n iind Child. French (School of Auvergne)^ iiSo- 
1300 . Calc, painted in colors- n. 31 in. 












15^4- St- the Church s>f Sl^ Pefear,, Moissac- French, abont iiqo-tiso. 

Stone. 59 x 19% in- 



175 ' The prophet Isiuah, ia the Church gf St- Mary, SouUJac. French 
□ild-xu centuiy, Slonfi 












176 (left). BodhiSHttva. mid-VJi c«ittuiy AJ). 

COt bronze> ii. In. 


177. Buddhist figure. China (T'ang Dynasty), a.d, 
6iS-go&. Colored stone. H. 39 in. 





















ijSp V^ut Stw (1447-1541), ViigiJi 
and Child. CermaOt about 1505^ Bo^- 
woodp H. W¥i$ ifi. 























i8ti. Praying figure. Siam, jcvu-xvm centurie a.d. Bronze, h, ia% in. 






i8i. Tlic Victory of Sornothriice. Greelc, end of rv century a.c. (or n cenhuy a.c.?). 
Marble. H. (of alone) 9 ft. 




iSa. Fragment from the Parthenon friere representing the Panathenaic procession, Athens, 
442-43S Marble, ti. 41 in. 
































The Parthenon frieze, detail of hordes and riders. Athens, 441-438 Marblen h. 41 [n. 







i8u|. jlHone and Aphrodite, from the ParthenOD, pediment. Athens, 442-43S b.c. Marblei. 
M. 4 it. 1 £n. 






The PaitheTion frieze, detnil of figure. Athens, 442-438 b.c. Marble, u. 41 in. 




I 

I 



! 186. Ajusttpe MahJjol. The River. 1939-43. Lead. l. 7M ft* 

I 

I 




Aucuste Rodin (iS 40“1917)* The Age of Broiize. 1B76. Bronze, h. 7a m. 












i88. Aucuste Rooik. St. John ^ Baptiat. 1679. Btonw. h. Bo 111 





iSg. Avcufte The Frodlgal Son. Bebro 1889. Bronco, m. in 












19<>. Aucun^ Rodin, Head of Balzac. 1893^ Bronze, 6 Via x 7 % in. 




igi. Pabm> Picasso. Woman's Head. 1909. Bronze^ h, 16^ in. 







iga (left), Edcah The Little 

Dancer^ 1880-61. fimoze, with mus- 
Im dre» md satin hair ribbon, k. 39 
In. 


193. HeNBI CAVDIEH-fioZESJLA (iSyi- 
1915)4 Torw, Marble. lo in- 





194 - Cos-STANTW BiiANCusi. Mile, Fogany. 1931. Miirble. i*. a^S (with base) 







195 - CoNfTAKTLV BnAXCUSi. MUe. Fogany. 1913H Bronze, k. 17)* id. 






















igfi (left), CoNSTAKiriN Bhancusl MHch Pogany^ 1920. 

Polfshcd brajs. «. 17 tn. 


197* CoNSTAStiN' Bhanousl Bird in 194W, 8roi>£«. 

5a bi» 






igS. Jac(?i;£S LiPCKmt. Mun with a CUiihir. 
1915 {?). Cast stone, H. 3SS in. 


^99 (right). Jacques LiFCfiiT?. Nfothor atKt 
Child TL 1941-43, Bronze. Ir. 50 in. 



















Heshy Moore. M^idanna and Child- 1943^44+ Homlon ston^- m. 59 h. 



















JEAS Abp. Oiitrance dune outie mythfqiie ("ExtrEmity of a mythrcd «ihe$bin*}, igga, 
Stone. H. 17 in. 











Henry Moobe. Fftmily group. 1947, Brooke, h. i6 in- 







304 . ChftC Moolp the Rain Spirit, ^faye^ (New Eiopire). fiom Chichin Itilp a.u. 94&^i697* 
limestone, l, 5SM In. 






Jios^ Henby Mdob£. Reclining figure. 1929. Bro^vn HomlDn stone, l. 3a in. 






ao6- He-vry Reclining figure. 1^5. Bronze. L. 17K in. 








au 7 - ALSEirro CjACOMtrm, A eity 194^. Broii^c?. h. hi . 



















2Qt( (left). Alberto Giaco^jetti. Figure 
of a man, 1947. Brorae^ IL in. 


1209, Henry Moore. Double standing fig¬ 
ure. 1950. Bronze, h. 7 ft. 3 in. 








2ID. Reg Butlea. Woiium 
stondizig. 195a- Bronze wire 
and «heel metal, k. iSK in. 








211. AMiXANDEh Cauieb, BoiigainvtlJea, 1947 , Mobile of wire and sheet metaJ. «. 76111. 












a 13^ B^iibafia Hepw^>mtil Heiitl (“Elegy"). 195a. Mahogany and strings, h. 17 in. 


ma. Reg BuTTLEnr Project for a mrornimcnl to the Unknown PoliHcaJ Piisoncrb 195^- Bronze 
vidre with stone base. Projected mininrtnni h. 150 h»i with 3 8 ft- high- 






4 * 4 ' Nawm Ca»o. Head of a womanH 1917. Cetluloid and tnetal. h. 24K in. 









aig. Fkv'SKEA. The Dancer. 

iga7-ag. Bra^ and celluloid, h. 31U in. 






316. ConstAKT iK Brancu^i^ Adum and 
igai. Old oak^ chestnut, and lunestone. K. g;} to. 








a 17 , Adam and Eve- Another view 







aiS. RiCHAim Lifi’DLfi. Var- 
Lation No. 7: Full Mood^ 
1949-^50. Nickel-chrocniutn 
wire, 5tain]^-5teel wire, and 
brass mds. H. 10 tfl. 






ajg. Na™ Cabo, Spfml theme. 1941. CDosCnjction in plastfc^ iv 7% in. 








/ 





aao. Naum Gabo. Conitnictian suspended in spaee: view from first floor. 1952. Aluminum 
{baked Mack), plastic, gold wire, bronze mesh, steel wire. Suspended 15 ft. into the stairwell 
oi the Baltiinore Museum of Art 








i 


%%%. Ccnistn4etion suspended in space: view belween first and second floors 






r 


i 


i 






~c* 



^ N..M C«o. r™n, w (S« pi* 


€ iso) 







413. CoQstniction suspended in view between second 

and third Boors 












^24*^, Rock sculpture, Chinese, date uncertain- t- 14 in. 



Henry .Moore. Detail from a reclining figure. 1951. Bronze^ 
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A 

ab^actionp and empathVp lo-iij as 
cape from life, and harmortyp 411 
and dliistrationp ai; in modem sculp¬ 
ture, loi-i&a; and naturalism, 361 
and society, 93 

Abstmet Study of Velocity (Balia), 89; 
FL 3^0 

academicism* 49 

AmopolLSp reconstruction of. Pi- B 
action, figures iHp 90, 91; suspeudedp 
beauty as, 3Z, 33 
Adam (Mus^ de Cluny), Sin 
Adam and Eve (Braoeusi)j 111; Pl^^ 
316, 217 

Adam and Eve (Notrc^Danie, Chau- 
viguy) ,Fi, J4 
adobe hut, 6 

Adoration of the Magi (whalebone re¬ 
lief), 96; Pb, 67-^9 
aesthetics, lai—lis; and form, 35, 36, 
39, 40-41^ and f\inction» ro—iip 16, 
35i of relief sculpture* 68; of scuJp- 
tunep 60* 6iri^ 70, 85; and sensations^ 
69^70 

Africa, primitive sculpture oi^ 98> m* 
118; Pb. i64-€g; statuettes from, 28, 
41; West, native compund ofp Pl. 1 
Age of Bronze^ The (Hodin), Pi- 187 
Aiginap temple of, 78 


Apnta, cave temples of, 7 
Aldiuthotep, mastaba of* 90 
AUfBdiaD artp 89 

Allegory of Discord (Francesco di Gi- 
ofgio). FL 71 
altars, S 

amber, objects of, 74 
Amefieinhat ITT, jwrtrait of, Fl- 148 
Aniorgos^ amuJets from, FL 310,' status 
eltes hum, PL 30b 
nmorirto, 64 

amulets, g, 17, ^4* 26, 28, go, 6o; Pb* 

SlOr-JlC 

anatomy* study of, 66 
angels, 8 

angle^ of buildings, 12-13 
anguish, mental* and artist, 115 
animals, on cylinder seals, 89-9*^; de- 
pictiun of, in prehistory, 26, 28; 
sculpture of, as, ssS. 44, 51, 915 
44 ~ 55 > 64 
animism, % 43 

Ankh-haf, Prince, bust of, Pis. 145, 
146(1,146b 

Atmundation (Ctovniuii Pisano), Pf. 7a 
Anntditcuition (Cimther}, Pb, 1x4, iJg 
Antal, Prcderick, 59; Flofcnfirw Paint¬ 
ing and iis Social Boc^mund!, 
quoted, 59 “®o 
anthropology, 4a 
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INDEX 


anxielyp and artist^ iiS 
Aphniditep sg, 39 
AphrcuJife of Cyreoe^ 3^-39: 
uag 

Apocalypse, Elders of the, 95 
Apoffo^ EiTchaic figures^ 39-40; of Pi- 
ombinOp PL 6i; of Teneap 400, SS 
ApoUo and Daphne {Bemmi)» git FL 
116 

Apostles, seated^ motif ofp 95 
Apostles (Malmesbiyy Abbey), so; Fb. 
iSOj i 3 b 

archReologists, 28* 34 
archaic Apolfo, see ApoUo 
arcbes, concenblCp 95 
architectp function of* i^t medieval, 56- 
57; modemp 2.2, 23; and sculptor^ 
108-109 

arcfaitecture, iMci, 3; banoquep iof-io8j 
CbiistiaD, I2p 80-81^ ciassica] Greek, 
8-12; FIs- Ts decoratioQ vs- form in* 
10; Egyptian, 7, 11, 51-52 n, 53. 
54; PL 4; emandpation of sculpture 
from. 57--^; evolution of, 5 i £mM> 
tkmalp 22, 23; GothiCp lo, 13, l 8, 52p 
58; bannony uip 12; biunamzation of^ 
11; Indianp 10; landscape and, 51- 
52; merging of temple and tombp 9; 
modenip xi, 11. 19^ 21-24; ^d the 
monument, 5-6i Modem, 52; origins 
ofp 7; pliiin surfaces in, 21,22; Roman- 
esquOp 18-21, 23, 6iia^ and sculpture, 
5. 7. 9-10, 12^14 p 15-24P 51, 52-53, 

55* 5^* 57t 6in. 7^, 8ch-6i, 106-107; 

sc^^crity of, 12; and temple, 7-12; 
Venetianp 13 

architrave, stmctuie of^ 12,20 
Ari^ge, prehistoric sculpture fromp PL 
4S 

Aristollep 54 

Aikesilaos, 77 

arms, uplifted, motif of, 30 

Amotdp Matthew, 117 

Ajmolfo di Cambio, So 

Arp, JeaUp 87; Outrnnce dune outre 


mtfthique^ Ft. 202; Pfofem^, frontis- 
piece 

art, aim of, 8$, 86; animism in, 43; ap¬ 
preciation, i 20 ; attention and^ lOO; 
based on time and space» 98; biolog¬ 
ical function of, 122; classic, and oni- 
vecsabty of life, 89; contemplation 
and, 100; conventions of* 34; of 
court, 37* crafts and, 59; criticism* 
122; debumaiii2ation of, 114-15; and 
dignity of man, 44; dimensions and, 
49. 71, 103; Egyptian, 53; emotion 
in, 120* 121; form in, i6"i7; fsrag^ 
menu of* 41^ functfan of, 86; geo¬ 
metric and naturalistic in, 36, 94; 
harmony in, iigp 121; histodca] evo¬ 
lution of, 94; history of, 33; human¬ 
ism in, 43-44; ideals and, 3-4, 58p 
121-22; imitative, 66, 99; insight in, 
79-80; inteliectualized, 43; intention 
af. 33-34* 3 ^* 3 ®* 39 i irreality andp 
49; known and uhbiown iHp 86; and 
life, 98; and mana, 42-43: mathe¬ 
matics andp 59; and memory imagep 
113-114; modem, inhumanity of. 
115; museums, 50p 109, 113; narcis¬ 
sism in, 43; natme andp 86; origins 
ofp 6; patronage, 59; of people, 37; 
persona] aspect ofp 33-34; philosophy 
of, 39; prehistoric, 26-28, 34-3Sr 
1^3: pragmatism in, 34^ 38; psychol¬ 
ogy and, 39, 121; and realismp 122: 
and reality, 5, 32p 42^ 49, 115, 122; 
seculaiization of, 58p 59; and sensa¬ 
tion, 70, ii6; sight and, 116;; sktU in, 
33: social aspect of. 34; and sophis¬ 
tication, 44; style, 37-3S* 39; subject 
tivily in, 79: superreility and, 49; 
theoretical ar^d scientific foundation 
of, 59-60; touch andp 116; tribal, 41; 
truth andp 121, 222; unity of work of, 
71; values ofp 44-4S iii-122; vital- 

ity in, 121, 122 

Alt Institute (Chicago)* 93 

artisan, into artist, 59 
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artistp aims of, SS; artisan into, 53; and 
burgher class^ 59; cxinipaiutive eval- 
uaticins of, 116; consciousness of, ^3- 
34, 4on, 114-1.13, laii; deals with 
primJdve facts^ 48; and imageryj 71; 
and individuality, 58; inhumanity of, 
115: medieval, 49. 58; modern, 115^ 
1201 ^d objects; 79, 80; and person¬ 
ality, 58, 59; signature of, 41; skill 
and intention of, 33-34t 4% S^J ^ 
dety and, 34; symbols of, S3-34 p 
120; virtuoso, 33 

arts, and consciousness, 85; defects in, 
exploitation of, ill; harmony in, 115, 
12 independence of, i-jd; and ma¬ 
terials, 4, 33, 37, 3S; order of merit 
of, 3; preference among, 711 pur¬ 
poses of, 121,122; separatism of, 3-4 
ashes, in shrines^ jn 
Asia, glyptic art of. S9 
Asoka the Great, King of Magiadlia, yn 
associationfs), of ideas, 47; and notion 
of objects, 46: and vision, 31 
Assur-hani-pal, lioness from palace of, 
FI 64 

Assyrian sculpture, 90; Ft. 64 
Ateta, statue of, 51 

Athens: Acropolis, FL 8; Ercchthcum, 
S7; Ft. so; National Museum, 118; 
Ph. 3oh, ^ib; Parthenon, 8, 
40-41P 55* 7®p 9O1 95 p Fb^ 7* 43* 4^* 
182-85 

atomic bomb, 115 
atomists, 54 
attention, and art, 100 
audible types, 71 
Augustusburg, 97 
Aurignacion sculpture, 28; PL 27 
Austria, prehistoric sculpture from, 28; 
Ft. 27 

Auvergne, Virgin end CkSd from, 95; 

pr 173 

Auxerre, "Lady" of, gg; Pb. 560, 56b 

AvalqldteshvarR, statuettes of, Fl. 34 
A2tec sculpture, Pb. 42^. 140 


Babylonia, art of, 35-36 k n 
background, of sculpture, go, 51, gg 
hacks, of Creek statues, 78 
Bakongo tribe, sculpture of, PL 167 
Balia, Ciaoomo, Abstract of Ve- 

locity, 89; PL ^8n 

Baltimore Museum of Art, construction 
suspended in space (Gabo)i loi; 
FJj. 220-23 

Baluba tribe, sculpture of, FL 166 
Bai^c, Houor^ de, Hodin's head of, 
111; Pb 190 

Bondi, Hans-Ceorg, Art in the Ice Age* 
200 

Bapende tribe, mask of, PL 189 
Baptistery (J?Ssa), ig 
Bardinu Museo (Florence) j irB 
Barfreston, church at^ 20 
baroque architecture, 107-108; sculp¬ 
ture, 96-97, 107, 111 
Barr^ Alfred H-, Jr+p Matisse^ 10971; 
Picassa, 12011 

Bashonge tribe, mask of, Pt. 168 
basilica, Christian, 12; Romanesque, 
18-21, 23, 24 

Bavaria, porcelain from, FL 35; sculp¬ 
ture from. Pis. 114, 115 
beauty, definitions of, 100; and ex¬ 
pression, 121; ideal of, g8. 121; 
standards of, 28; as suspended action, 
32, 33; and truth, 121, 122 
Bcer-sheba, B 

Beethoven, Ludwig von, 116; Ninth 
Symphony, 12 

Belgian Congo, carved cup from. Ft* 
i6j; male figure from, FZ. 188; masks, 
Ffr. i6S^ 269; wood carving from* 30; 
Pf, 30b 

Benin kingdom, bronze head from, 11 3 ; 

FL ids 

Berenson, Bemaid, 48, 49, 66; 

Parntefj of the RenaisMnce^ The, 
quoted, 4S-49 
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BefketcrVp Gwrge, 4S; 48n; 

iotu^rds fl New Thetny of Vi^ 
sion^ quoted^ 48 

Bernard, Emile* 1050; suf 

FaEil 10511 

Bemini, Giovanni Loreozo* 8a, 84^ 86, 
97' Apoi/o and Daphne^ 91; 118^ 

Ecsitiiy of St. Teresa^ 83; PL z:8; 
Louis XJV* FL 117 
B€s* statuette of, Fh. J50. 151 
Beth-el, 8 
Bhaihut, 7n 

Bhuvaneshvara, temple at* 7; PL a 
Bible, 9i Ceuesis* quoted, 8 
Birti in Space (Brancusi)* FL J97 
bison, clay, from Tue d'Audoubert, soj 
PL 48 

BlanqnL Louis, monument to, Pfc* 130^ 

blind children* sculpture of, 30-^ 
Fts. 36a, 37a 

Bodhisattva, Japanese, FIs. 176)0, Zf6h 
body* human: anatomy of^ 66^ destme- 
tioji of, 33 ^ ethcrealizatkm of* gsi 
idcalizatloD of, 32 -^ 33 ; and fdeab, 
4 & image of* ag-sa^ mechardza^ 
tion of, 98 ; perfeddon of, 32 ^ as sub* 
jecl oF sculpture, ^S-^St 55 * 9^1 

tridimensionality of* ay 
Bologna, Ciovanna da* sen' Giovanni da 
Bol<^a 

bomb, atomic* 115 

bone, amulets of* a6 

boss, and hollovv* 113 

Boston: Museum of Fine Arts, 117^ Fh. 

14a* J 43 , J4S* 24S 
BougafneiBea (Caldcr)* PL 221 
Brancusi. Constantin, 75* 110; Adam 
and EvCf tii; Fh. 216* 217; Bird in 
SpQCC^ FL igy; MBc. Pogany* busts of* 
iiOi FU 194, igs* 196 
brass, sculptural constructions qf, 10a] 
sculpture, no 

breasts* large, in sculpture, 34, 3S 


Breuil* H., 34; Four Uundreif Cenftifies 
of Cane Arf* a6n 

British Museum, go, iiSj see ofscp Lon* 
don 

Broch, Hermann, quoted, 79 
Broker* Nicholas, head of 
Richard II* FI. 15^ 

bronze(s)i andent Chinese, 76; Greek* 
4a; sculpture, 41—411* 76, 77''7®i 
97; surface of* 109; weight of, 69 
Broi™ Age, 35 
Bruhl, 97 

BnineUesehi, Filippo, 59, 60, 66 
Braque, Georges, ill 
Buehenwald, 11% 

Buddhism, art of* Pis, 170, ijdo^ 178b, 
177,' monuments of, jn; spread of, 7n 
Buddhist figure* Chinese, PL 177 
Buffalo: Albright Art Gallery* PL 196 
buUdingfs)^ 6; angles of* 11-13^ Gothic 
conception of* 80-81; modern, Jti, 

23, 24; outer structure of* ii**i2; 
sculptural, 14 
bulk* of objects, 46, 69 
Burckhardt^ Jakob, 58 
burghers* and artists, 59 
Bums, Bobert, 31s quoted* 32 
Bustelli* Franz Anton* 98;, Lady with 
Fhsk, PL 35 

Butler* Reg: project for a monument to 
the Unknown Folitical Prisoner* PL 
212; Woman Standing, FL 210 
buttresses. 12, 13 

Byzantine art* 19, 49^ ivory* PL 179; 
relief sculpture, PL 66 

C 

Cairns, Hunrington* 117; Limifs of Art, 
The, 117 

Cairo: Museum of Antiquities, PL 254 
Calder, Alexander^ loo* 101; Bougaid- 

uiUfd* FL 21J 

Cambridge, Fogg Museum* FL 

40 

Canova* Antonio* 18, 82 
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Canterbury Catbedr^r 
capital, Romanesque* ig^ 
caricature^ lai 

carrying(^}* ciirectT rnethod of^ 7 ®^ 7 ± 
ivoiyj 8ip 95-9^; rock-cfystalp 112^ 
J13: wood, 30, 10s 
caryatidsj 57 
caskets^ bridal, 59 
Carson, Stanley, Technique cf 
Greek Sculpture^ The^ jjn 
cassoni, 59 

casting* of bronze sculpture, 76 
cat, head of, Egyptian bronze, FL 47 
catacombs* 7 

cathedral, ix, 6,13, e4r 5®i 
cave temples^ 7 

caves, combined v^ith pillar, 9^ prehis¬ 
toric drawings in, 16, 123; as tombs* 
7 

Cellini, Benvenuto, G4-63, 82, 101; 
quoted, 63; Virtue Overcoming Vice* 
Fk . 122-24 
Celtic art* 94 
ceremonies, ritual, 10 
Cezanne* Paul* 98, 1.0$, ill* 1S2; Let¬ 
ters, quoted^ 105 

Chac Mool* reclming figure of, 119, 
120; FL 204 

Chained Actkm {Maillol );^ Pk. 130* 131 
chalk, amulets of, 26 
ChAlon-sur-Sadnc, Negro musician of* 
Pi go 

change, metaphysical and stylistic, 39 
Charity (Tino di CamamoK iiS-iQj 
Pi 79 

Charlieu, church of, 20 

charms^ 5; fertility, 5, aSj Fh. 320-310 

Chartres, catliediil of* 20* 37, 1161 Fi 

2 J 

Chauviguy: Notre-Dame* Adam and 
Eve, Pi. 14 

chiai>iscuro, 68, 97* 105, 106, 110, 111 
Chicago: Ait Institute, 93 
Chich^n Itza* sculpture from. Ft. 204 
children, blind* setdpture of, 30* 31; 


Pljr 36a, 370i and weight and vob 
ume, 70 

China, architecture of, 19; pagodas of, 
6-7;; sculpture of^ 74* 76* 96^ Fl*. 33, 
34* 40* 45* 50, 547 iJip 
chisel, marks oh on sculpture, 73 
Chou Dynasty' sculpture, Pfa- 44^ 50 
Christijm architecture, 1% So-^i 
Christian Church, and Romanesque art* 

19 

Christ in glory, motif of* 20* 95 
Christ of the Second Coming (Church 
of St Peter, Moissao}^ Ph 17 
Christ Supported by Angels (Ely Ca- 
thedral}^ Fi 15a 
ehthonie forces* 120 
Church, see ChxistiaD Church 
churches, Romanesque, 19-21* 23, 6ifi; 
seventeenth- and eighteenth-cephuyi 
97 

cinematograph, 89 

cucumainbulation* around pieces of 
sculpture* 50 
dty planning. Si 

City Square (Giacometti)* 103; Pi. 207 
civilization, and ait, 122-23; mecha¬ 
nistic* 115 
Clam* St., PL 75 
clarCfication, 57^58 
classicism, 32* 33, 40, 42, 89, 94 
day* dolls, 76^ modeling, 51* 77i weight 
of, 69 

Cluny* Mus^ de (Paris)^ 6in 
Cock (Picasso)* Fl. 53 
Cogul, rock painting at, 2811 
Colima, Mexico, day dog from, Pf. 51 
collections, art, 6a 
collective ideal, 58 
collective unconscious, 120 
CcHeoni, Bartolommeo, statue of (Ver- 
rocchio/Leopojdi), 81—82; Pi. 5 
color, 68, 100* lOS; and form, 105 
columns* in modem btiildings* 22; 
phallic, 6; of Bomanesquo churches, 
19, 20; structure of^ 12 
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oommiuijty, and body imag^, 3^; spirit 

oU 53 

compactness^ of sculpture, 75-^6, 81 ^ 
103, 119 

compound, native, of Gold Coaft, TL 1 
concepts^ and feelings^ 4S 
conflicts^ spiritual, of modem age, 103 
consdousness, of artist^ 33-34^ 40^^ 
114-15j lia; and arts, 85; develop- 
ment of, 28, 29, 35, 43, 122; meta¬ 
physical, space as, 54; selective. 71 
Constant, Am^d^, 73 
oQDstiuctions^ sculptural, 98-103, 11a-- 

13 

constructivists, 42, gB-^ ioi“i03, 
112-135: oiaiiilesto of, 99n; quoted, 

98-99 

coDtemplatLon^ and art, looj. qf idol, 43 
Contenau, C., <faTchiologie 

orientofe, 36n 

oonventionallaatioa, in sculpture, 34- 
35. 3®> 39. 40. 44 
conventioiis, of art, 34,33 
CoriuthiaEi capital, 20 
Coumro, Cardinal, 83 
cosmetic arttcles, Egyptian, 37 
couitj art of, 37 
crackle, in pottery, 110 
crafts, and art, 59 
crazing, in pottery^ 110 
creation, G<^'s and aitist'si, 58 
Crete, sculpture of, 39; Pfa. 56a, 56!? 
cubism, 98, 111 

Cuilpan, sculpture from, Pf, 139 
cult objects, 34, 35, 38, 39, 41, 43^ 
culture, Egyptian, 37, sarv oasis, 37- 

38 

cuneLform writing, 89 
cup in shape of head, carved wooden, 
Fi iSr 

cuttings away from block, 62,77; rough, 

15 

Cyclades, amulets from, Fh. 

figures from, 3ip 34. 3^^ 38, 41, 42; 
Pif. 300-3M 


cylinder seals, 89-90; impressicins from, 
Plr. 38ii, 380 

Cyrenc> AphrodU^ of, 38-39; Fh. 12S* 

D 

Dalou, Aim^ Jules, Woman Heading, 
FL 134 

Dancer, TAe (Pevsner), 99; Fl 215 
Dancing Women {Cogul rock paiut- 
ing), 260 

Dan tribe (Ivory Coast), mask of, 31; 
PL 37b 

DaokZ (Donatello}, 60 & n, 61 ^ n; Pk, 
84-87 

Douul (MichelaDgelo), 6i“62, 82; Pis. 
96-9S 

dead, disposal of, 7; monuments to, 38 
Death Cod, Aztec, FL 41 
decoration, and foirm^ 10 
defee4, in arts, expbitation of, in 
Degas, Edgar, 93; f/orse Gknring on 
Obstacle, Pf, 55; Littk Dancer* The. 
FL 192 

deity^ Images qf, 10 
Delos, Nike of^ 55 

Deposttfon from the Cross (Donatello)p 

Fh. io;^ip6 

depth, in painting, 67^ and surface, 53, 
73“74^ 85 
Descartes, Ren^, 58 

Desiderm da Settiguanq, detail from 
fireplace, FL 159; Young Chrtst with 
St. John the BaptM, 67? Pi 70 
desires, ideaUzation and, 32, 33; and 
vision, 31-32 
despair, images of, 115 
detail, in sculpture, 17, 18 
Developable Column of Vicioiy (Pevs¬ 
ner), 101-102 
dignity^ of man, and art^ 44 
dimensions, and art, 49, 71^ 103 
Dione and ApJirodite {Parthenon), Pi 
184 

Diospqlis Parva, goddess of* FL 154 
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discTimination, and notion of objects^ 
46 

dificus^ throwing of, rnotif ofp 91 
distance, and viewing sculpture^ 14^1 S» 

17 

dif^rtions^ in se\ilpturo, ai, 41 
divine, and hieratic, 36 
divinity^ hi mm, 44, 5^ 
dog, day^ from Mexico, PL 51 
dallsp clay, 76 
dome, IS 

Donatello (Donato d£ Niccol6 di Betto 
Bardi), lx. x^ 5 % % 9^- 

DatJid, 60 & n, 5 l & f); Fls. B4-B7; 
DeposiMon from the Fh^ 103- 

io6; Cattamclata statue, Bi-Si; 
Judith and HolofemeSf 6d; Iidrn^nin- 
tiofip from the Fietd^ 68; FL 102; so- 
called portrait of Niccold da Uzzano, 
Pi ISS 
Dordogne. sS 

Doric capital, 20; teffiiple. S, g & n, Li, 
12; sculpture, 39 

Dou&ie Stondirtg Figure (Moore) ^ 1141 
Ft 20^ 

drapery^ in sculpture, 40-41, 44, 90, gi, 

«. 95.96 

drawings, prfiliistoric, 26-27; 
magic, 26 

Dreier, Catherine, Three Lectures on 
Modem Art, ii2n 

Ducal Palace (Venice)^ 12—13; Fdl of 
Man, FL J2b 

Duchamp, Marcel, Nude Descending 
tfie Stcirwe, 89; Sad Young Man In 
a Train, 89; Fl 39 
dumbp movernents of the, 66 
Duomo (Florence), 6on 
dwellings, mud, 6; Ft ^ 
dynamism, in baroque architecture, 
107; in sculpture, 98, 116 

E 

Eastp ancient, and feitility goddesSp 35 
economics, and change, 39 


Ecstasy of SI. Teresa (Bernini)* 83; Ft 
iiS 

education, and space perception, 47 
Edward IIIp head of ^gy of* FI. 157 
F^gyptj arcbiteoture in, 7* 11, 51-53 & fl, 
S3* 54J FI. 4; art ofp 3S-36 & n/ cul^ 
hire of, 37, S2n; landscape of, 51-52; 
sculpture of, 35-38, 39, 51, 53 -S 4 r 
76, 90, ii7“i8; FIs. 4. 47 * 57 ^ 

60p 65 p J45. ^ 43 * ^ 45 ~ 4 ^* 

Eaj^tian official and wife (Louvre), 

37; Fi. 15s 

elemental forces, 43 
elephant, huo in Form of, Fl^ 44 
Elgin Marbles, 17; Fir* so, 43,46^ 183-85 
Eliot, T. S., “Rhapsody on a Windy 
Night," quoted* 103*104 
EUora, temple at, 7; FL 3 
Ely Cathedral, tympanum of, ig, 20; 
Fh 15a 

emotioQp in art, i2o, 121; and artist; 
33-34 p 42; and fortrip 43, 120; in 
poetry,^ 121 

empathy, 4311* and abstraction, 10—ii 
emphasis, in sculpture^ 15—iS 
energy, in sculpture, 15, 94, 98 
England, Romanesque architecture and 
sculpture In, 19, 20; Fls, 13. 18a, 

18b; sculpture^ Fh. 24, 25, 

J 5 ^t 1 S 7 * ^ 7 ^ 
euvelopeSp clay, 89 

environment, mdividual and, 47 & n, 
115; s^Ie and, 5^-53 
equestrian statues, 82 
ErechCheum, cary^atids of* 57; FL 20 
ethos; en^iiomnent and* 53 
£c;dngefirts (Sb Mary's Abbey)* 15; 
Fl, 24 

Et>e (Reims Cathedra]), FJ. 23 
evih protection against, 5 
evolutionp creative, 122: organic, 47 
ewer^ Mosan gilt bronze, FL 52 
existence, sculpture as pnool of, 29 
experience, translation of, into art, 27, 
34, 
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expression, and beauty, lai^ lean’s need 
for, 33 

expressicnisnip in sculpture, 40, 4^ lai 
eye, human, 31 

F 

fabulous bird, PL 5a 
face, wruJdiug nf^ 31 
Falconet, Etienne Maurice, 97 
FoH of Man {Ducal PiJaco, Venice). 
PL 12b 

Family Group (Mcnsre), Fi 203 
fanadcixm, i££ 

Far East, monuments of, 6 
feeling, and thought, 10 
feelings, and artist, 4S; symbols for* 5, 
33 

female figure, seated (Mexican sculp- 

ture)^ PL 13S 

females, representation of, in Faleo- 
iJlhic art* 26 flc ft, 2S 
fenestrabon, 106, 107 
fertility* chamis for, S, nS; Fh. 310- 
3ZC; drawings and, 26; goddess of, 
34. 35. 39; rites, 26, 29^ 89; 

symbols, 34* 35* 3®* ii9. 123 
fetishes* 43 

Figure of a Man (Ciacumetti), FL 208 
Figure SyrrAoHzing Fear (PStammel)* 
FL n o 

figures* day, 51; Cydadic, 31, 35, 36^1, 
38, 41, 42; Fh* 300, 3ob» 30c; porce¬ 
lain* 97; prehistoricp 28, 34, 3S: Fis- 
26, 27 

figurines, tomb, 76; Pisn 57^ 5Sa. 5Sb; 

Tanagra, 76; FL 32 
finish, smootlmess of, m sculpture, 18 
Florence: Accademia, Pis, 96-98; Du- 
omo (Cathedral), Bon, Ffe, 99- 
joi; Loggia dd Loiud, 82; Museo 
Bardini, iiSj Ft 79: Mussi Nazio- 
nale, Fi#, 86, 87* 158, 161^. 162; Pa¬ 
lazzo deDa Signoria, 62^ Pdazzo Vec- 
duo, 61; sculpture of* 6on, 6ij Pis, 


70, 78, 79* 86-^9, 91, 96-304* 103^ 
106, 122-27, ^32- 133. 258-^3 
FocUlon, Henri, 110;^ Art dies scdpleors 
roiTumJ, L\ Lion 
fondUng, of sculpture, 74 
fonts, sculptures for* 81 
food, and prehistoric animal drawings, 
20 

forceS;, cbtbonic* gn, 120; elemental, 
43^ invisible, 103 

form, 4 p 27* 116; and aesthetfeSp 3S. 3®> 
40-4color and, 105; and decora- 
tioo* 10, iS-i7r 23* 24; and emotion, 
43, ISO; and funetionp 35; geometric 
vs. naturalistic, 10-ir, iB, 35^ and 
Intention, 39: light and, i07p 108^ 
i09i and memory, 37; and metaphys¬ 
ics. 30p 33p 59. 40. 44i organiCp 10, 
rx, 18* 42; and religion* 38; smd so¬ 
ciety, 38; “'wOl-to-i” 3S, 42 
Fountain (Cabo), 101, I03 
fountain figurCp study for (Ciovanni da 
Bologna)* 83; Piff. 132, 133 
fountains, sculptures for. Si 
fragmentation, and light, no, 111, 113^ 
in pamtiilgp ill 

fragments, of worlts of aii^ 41,60 
frame, painter's, 67 

France, prehistoric art in, 38; Fh^ 26* 
48; Momanesqne architecture and 
sculpture ig, 30; Pis. 14, 15b, 16, 

317^ 19, 21* 22, 173-75; sculpture of. 
Pis. 77. 131* ^34 

Francesca, Piero deUa* 122 
Francesco da SanP Agata* Hercules 
rmd Antaeus, Pir. J2o, 221 
Francesco di Giorgio Martini, Allegory 
of Discard, FL 71 
Francis* St.^ Pi, 75 
Franciscanisin, 96 
Freudian psychoanalysis* 3211 
frontality, law of, 55. 61, 67, 75 
function, vs, aesthetic effect, lo—11* 16^ 
23, 35s and Egyptian ait. S3 
Itinerary figures, 76: Pb. 57, 5S2, sBb 
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Fury^ lai 
futttrism, gS 
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G 

g^le, of temple* g 

Gabo, Nautflp 4% toa* iia; qisotei 
iia; coDStroclitni suspended in 
space, lOlj P&i 220-^^; 
loi, 102; Jfeod <if a Woman^ Fl- 21^,■ 
Kinetic Sctdpture, 99; SpiVof Theme^ 
FL 2ip 
Gali^^ 184 
Caintea* 29 

gardens, 17th- and ifith-oentury* 97 
Gattamelatfl statue (DonateUo}^ Si—82 
Gaudier-Brzeska, Henri, Torso^ Fl- tg3 
generatioii, worship of, 6 
Ceomebric Epoch, 31 
geometric fonn, le, 11, 36, 41, 94, 95^ 
96; as fertility symbol, 35 j in Gre^ 
art, 42; la Neolithic art, 2S 
Germany, sculpture of, Ffan 107-115, 
i/S 

Ghiberti, Lorenzo* 59, 60; Commen- 
60 

Ciacomettip Alberto, 102-103; 
Sqmre, 103; Fl 207; Figure of 0 
Mon, Fl 2 qB 

Giedion-Welcfcer, C,, Modem Flastio 
Art, 3 Lft, 890 

Giorgio, Francesco di, see Francesco di 
Giorgio Maitiui 

Giotto (Giotto di Bondone), 48, 49, Si, 

Giovanni da Bologna, 82-83; study for 
a foimtain figpre, S2-S3; Fk. 232, 

^33 

girl* head of, from Benin Idngdom, iiS; 
Fi 16s 

Giza* sculpture from, 7; Fk. 142, 143* 
145. J 4 <S 

glass painting, ig, 49 
glass scdptiJ^ 112 
glaze, of pottery, 110 
gjyptic art, 52, /Sr S9 


god/God, housing of, 7-8; images of, 
fip 9 ^ 10. 3 ^* temple for, 7-^ 
goddesSi fertility, 34* 35, sBn, 39 
Goethe, Joliann Wolfgang von, 44, 43; 
quoted, 44 

Cold Coast, native compound of, PL i 
Goldwaler, Rohert, Artists on Art* B3ttp 
ggn 

Gothic axchitecture, jd, 10, 13, iS, 1% 
20, 44p S2s 58; sculpture, S6-"S®> 

7 Si So* 93, 94. &S 9 ®* 101* 10^- 
114; Fk. 23-^5 
grace, m arts* 115 
^anaries, mud, Fl l 
granite, surface of, 109 
graphic art, sculpture 103 
grave mound 70 
gravity, of body, 29; center of, 75 
Greece* architecture of* st* 7, 10-11* 12, 
19; Fk, 7* 8 ; By2imtme art of, ig; 
masks of, 31; sculpture of, 31^ 38"4^^ 
54 - 55 . 57 , 60, 75, 76, 77-79. 80, 90- 
91, 94, 114, 118; Fk 20, 32, 42, 43* 
46* 5^* 5^* 8ij 82, 128, lapp 181- 
85; temples of, 8-12, 24^ loij Fk 7* 
9* 20 

Gregorian chant* 95, 100, lOi 
Grinnelh Rohert, 5% 

Gsell, Paul, 6411, 73, 92 
Giinther^ Franz Ignaz, Annundaikm, 
Fk. 114, 125; Fietd, FIs. 111-113 

H 

Hamburg: Museum fur Kunst und 
Gewerbe, FL 35 

hammer, marks of, on sculpture, 73 
haptic sensations* 3Ch-3i* 42, 66, 85, 94, 
116 

Haran, 8 

harmony* in architecture, 12; in arts, 
115, 121; in sculpture, 36, 41* iiS 
Hathor, FL 154 
Haute-Garoiine, 28 

head, Aztec, ?L 14O; bronze* from 
Benin kingdom* ii8j Fl i 6 S; cup in 
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bead 

shape qf, Fl. 167; of Egyptian prince, 
117-18; Fh. 14a, 143; Mesican, Pi. 
1^9; of old man^ Homan, FL 144; of 
priest, Egyprian, FL 1^7 
Head (""EZeg^”) (Hepworth)* FL ai^ 
f/edd of a Woman (Gabo) ^ FL 
Heod of a Woiruin (PiCMSo], ill; FL 

hearitig^ and notioa of ob^^isfts, 47 
heaven, S 

Hegel* Georg Wilhelm Friedrich, &* 4$; 
FhSosophy of Fine Art, The, quoted, 
4> 6 

Hegeso stde, S5 

Hehemstic scnlphire* 40, So; Ff;. 
119 

Hepwortfa* Barbara* 102; Head 
egy"), FL323 

Herctd^ arid Antaeus (Francesco da 
Sant' Ag)ata)* Fh. lai 
heredity, imd enviromnent, 47 
Hermes (Praiiteles), 78 
Hermes figuiea, 6 
Herodotus 6 

hieratic^ and divine, 36; style, in sculp- 
hue, 36^71 39 
high lighting, log^ 113 
Mddebraiid, Adolf* 56* 67-68, 71, 87; 
Frob^m of Form in FaiiHing and 
Scidfrfufff* The^ 71; quoted* 56 
Hofmannsthal* Hugo vock, quoted, 79 
H^Iderlin, Johann Christian Friedrich, 
iD| quoted, ion 
hollow, and boss, 113 
Holt* Elizabeth Gilmore, Literary 
Sources of An History^ yfi; quoted, 
62 

home life, and public life, 37 
bom motif, 34 

horse, Chinese terra-cotta, Fl 54; head 
of, from Parthenon frieze^ FL 46 
Horse Cicflring m Obstacle (Degas), 

Piss 

hoiseman, Eompin, iiBi Fl. S2 


bouses Bud lideTK (Farthenoa &te2e)t 
PI. 1S3 

Houdon, Jean Antoine, 97 
human hody^ see body 
humanism, in sendpture, 39-40, 43”44> 
56,80,81,93,94 
Humajiisin, 96 

hunting, and prehistoric drawings* 
huu, FL 45; in elephant form, FL 44 

t 

“I,“ and objects, 79, 80 
kasD, tnan^s need lo project an* 29; sym- 
bobo, 76 

idea(s)i, association of, 47; and form* 
36; and image, 29, 123; and diape* 
4-S 

jdeal(;)* and art, 3-4, 58^ 121, 12a; 
collective^ 58 

idealization, of body* 32—33* 40, 42, 44 
identificatioD, and plasticity* 79, 80 
Idolino* 55 

idol^ 34, 43; African* 28, 41; Cycladic, 
35. 36 . 4ip 4* 

Ife, sculpture from* FL 164 
illumination, of pmnuscripts* 19, 49 
illustration, and abstraction, 21 
tmage(s) * of body, and idea of sdf, 29- 
32; graven, 3, 9, 10; of light 
113; 'Tiving,'' 86; of man, 25-45; 
memory, and art* 27, 113-14 
imagery, of artist, 71 
ima^ixatiou, and reality* 115; and sen¬ 
sation, 71; tactile, 48-49 
imitation, sculpture as, 27, 99 
Impressionism* 87, 97* 109* 111, im 
I ndia, architecture of^ 10, 19; phalhc 
monuments of, 6; sculpture of* FL 
63; temples nf* 7^ 9; FU 2, 3 
individual, and enviromneat, 47 
individualisiD, kl, 58 
infant, and space, 46-47 
Inhelder, Barbel, D^ebppement des 
yuantiUs chez tenfant, 7005; H^pre- 
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sentation de Vespace cAes 
Ln, lo^n 

Laorg^c^ form, lo 
insghtp ID artp 79-80 
inteUecTt^ sensibility^ 42p 43^ 48p isi 
mteUigeace^ and oonstrucdon of space, 
47n 

mtention, of art, 33-34, sSp 38, 39, 40, 

44 p 49 p 5a 
Ionic temple, 11^ la 
ironwork, L14; surface 72, 109 
irreality^ and art, 49 
liauih (Souillac), 94^ FL 175 
Isis, priest of, PI. J144 
Islamic sculpture^ 11^ 

Ita^^ scnlpture of^ ?k. 70-76^ 75^9^ 
91-100, 116-18, i20-^7t i3^t 
isS. ^59 

ivory, amulets, 26, 28; carvings, 81, 9S" 
q 6; objects, 74; statues, 96; statuette, 
of Lespugue, 28 

Ivory Co^„ masks from, 31; Pin 37b 

J 

Jacob {Biblical)^ 3 

|ade, ubjects of, 74; tablet^ ax-sbaped^ 
PI. 40 

James, WrUiam, 46, 47^ 4S; Psychology^ 
quoted, 47, 48 

Ja^n» sculpture of, 74; Fls. 13$, ^7^? 

276a, 176b 

Jed-ber (?}, kneeling Bgyie of, Fi B 
Jewelry, Egyptian, 37, 76^ Greek, 76; 

surface of, 72 
Jews, temple of, 8 
|oy* of living, 93, 94 
iwdifb mni Holofernes (DouateOo), 60 
Julius H, Pope* Micheladgelo^s Slacei 
for tomb ofi Fit. 94, 95 
Jung, C- G., 120 

K 

Koilasanatha, 7; Ft. 3 
K^'m^y, A., Sttrrm, quoted, 89 


Kemodle, G. IL, 67j Ftom Aft lo The- 
ateTf 670 

£iiiiolaSp amulets from, PI. 31b 
kinetic elements, in sculpture, 94, 99; 

sculptures, gg-roo^ 102 
K/nefic Sculpture (Gabo), 99 
king, images of, 38 
Kleinplastik^ Siri, 64^ So, 8 l, 97 
known and unknown, in art^ 36 
Koptos, Min of, PI. 29 
Koiyuji temple, Maitreya of, FI. 270 
Kuanyin, Bguie of, FL 171 
KyOto^ $eiilpture from, FI. 170 

L 

labyrintlis, 7* 3S 

ladder, Jacobs, 8 

lady, portrait of (Verrocchio), FL 161 
Xaify of Auxerre,” 39j FIs. 560, 56b 
Lady Ftrssk (Bustelli), FL 35 
land^ape* and architecture, 
sculpture of, 25 

Lanzi, Loggia dei (Florence), 62 
Laokoon (Lessing), 120 
Lapltli and Centauf (FartbenonJ, PL 
43 

lassitude, of body, 29 
Lasteyrie, Bin 
Last Supper, 20 
Laurens, Henrik 111 

Laus^, prehistoric eugraving frora.^ 
2611; prehistoric relief of woman with 
bison's bom horn, 28; Veniff of, 34^ 

35* so; fL 26 

teadl surface of, 109; weight of, 69 
leaping into ^ace» motif oL 91 
Leeds: City Ait GaDeiy, FL 205 
Leonardo da Vind, ix, 3, 4, 64-66, 71, 
82; Literary Works, quoted, 64-65; 
NotEbooks, quoted, 65 
Leopardi, Alessandro, 81-82; FL 5 
Lespngue, ivory statuette horn, 28 
Lessing, Gotthold Ephraim, i2(>'i2i, 
X22; iMokoon, 120 

Levy, G. Rachel, The Gate of f/oiti, 911 


139 


iJiDEX 


life, abstractian ba escape fngpi^ 34 ^ art 
and, 98; dehiimanizatiDD oF^ 115^ 
home and ptihlie, 37^ tmiversalily oF^ 

89 

liftings of objeoUf 69 
Igbt* itod fo™, 107 j io 3 j 109; and frag- 
mentatkiD^ ixq^ hi, li 3' images of, 
HA, 113- and material, 109, riA; 
and movement, 107-108, 110; and 
paindng, 105-106; reflection ofi 7a, 
97i 99. 105. 109. 130 , 112, 113; re- 
firacboti of, iisj and sculpture, 63, 
72, 97^ 98, 105-113; and shade, 65, 
88, 83, 87^ 100, 105, uj6, iQj, 108, 
109, 110, 114 
light display machme, 99 
limestone, surface of, 109 
limitation, physical, and ornament, 16-^ 
i7p 18 

Limoges, glass sculpture made at, 112 
lincolii, Neb.i UniverslEy of Nehr^aska 
Art CaUery, PL 213 

linear sculpture, 94-96, 101, 103-103, 
113-14, 116 

linteL of Romanesque churches, 19^ 95 
lioness, Assyiian, Fh 64 
Lipchitz, Jacques, 111; Man with a Guf- 
ter^ PL 198; Mofher and ChSd, Pi, 

199 

Lippold, Richard, ii3j Variation Ko. ft 
Full Moon, FI. atS 
literahire, dehumanization of, 114 
Litfie Dancer^ The [Degas), PL jgs 
living, joy of, 93, 94; qu^ity of process 
39 

Loewy, Emanuel, 40n, 114; The Ren¬ 
dering of Nature in Eart^ Greek Art, 
XI41V quoted, 37 
Loire, 30 

Lombardy, Romanesque architecture 
in, 19 

London: Rritisb Council, Fh. 303, sog; 
British Museum, 90, iiS; Fit. 7, 6, 
20, 30c, 3ifi, 31c, 32, 41, 43, 48, 84, 
j64--6g, 183-^s; Tale Galleiy, Pidr. 


55 ^ 55!k and; Time-Life Biuldleg, 
32 ^ 3 : Pis. lie, iii; Victoria and 
Albert Museum, 68, 96; Pit. 53, 66- 
Jij 77. J03, 107-10,233- 

34 . -159. 178. tfQ , 193 
Lpian, Erie, Comporitlon^ 

lOSrt 

Louis XJY (Beraini} , PL 117 
Louvre, 37, 39, 40, 90, iiSi see dso 
Paris 

love^ and idealizatfon, 33 
Ldwenfeld, yilrtor^ 30, Nature of Cre- 
atioe Acftoity, The^ 3011; FlasHsche 
Arheiten Bfinder, 30ft 
Ludwig, Hemiich, 66n 
luzuiuosity, 65 

Luquet, G. H,, L’Arf et la r^igion det 
hommes fosses, 36n 
Luieinbourg Gardens, 101 
Lysippos, 77 

MacCuidy, EdwardL 65n 
machme-to-llve-lD, 6 
machines, sciiIpturaL 99 
Mackwoith-young, CetaJd, Archaic 
MarMe Sctdplure from the Acropdls, 
JiEn 

Maolaganp Sir Eric, Italian ScolptUTe of 
the Henaitsance, 6111 
Madonna {Giovanni Pisano), Si & n 
Madonna and Child (Moore) 16; Fh, 

3 CN 5 , 301 

Madonna, of Humdity (Quercia), Plj+ 
S2, 83 

Madonna del Latte (Nino Pisano), Fit. 
80, Sia^ 81b 

43i and drawing, 36, 29^ and 
sculpture, 38, 41 

Magddeu^ Church of the [V^lay), 
Penfecoft, Fit. 16^ 39 
Magdaleman sculpture, aS; PL 48 
Maillol, Aristide, 87, 110; Chained Ac¬ 
tion, FU 130, i3r; RfDer, The, no; 
PL 2 S6 
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Maitreya, of Koryuji temple^ PL ifo 
Mdle, tin 

nsale figure (Belgu^ Congo aculpture)^ 
Pi i66 

males, represen tatioa of, id PaieoliEhic 
art* in 

Malmesbury Abbey, %oi Aposriei* 
30 J Pb, i&i* 

man, dignity of, 44: divinity in, 44, 58^ 
glojy- in Image of* 4; need for expies- 
ajon of, 33J in painting* 68] preliis- 
toric, ilGi in sculpture* and 

universe* ias-st3 

AJofi with d Cuitar (Lipchitz), Fl. 198 
mann, and art, 4a-43 
manifesUJtiOy 57-58 
mannerism, 105 

manuscripts, illuminated* 19, 49, 6in 
znaquette, 77 

marble* light on, 109, no; smoothness 
of, 7^f ^5f w^eight of, 69 
Maringer, Johannes* Art in the Ice Age* 
25 n 

Martelli, Casa, DonalelloV Dnutd of, 
Ph. 84a, 84b, S5 ,., 

Marxism* 39 

Mary Sd&me and Zebedee (Riemen^ 
Schneider), FU 107* 108* 109 
Masaccio (Tommaso Cnidl)^ 59 
masks* Belgian Congo, Ffe. ifi8. 169; 
Greek* 31; Iveny Coast, 31^ PL ^fb; 
Mexican^ Pf. 241 

mass, disintegration of. 97, 113^ of ob¬ 
jects, 46: realization of, 63, 69-87, 
ii7t 118; and void, variations of, 113 
massebah* 8 

masses, placing of, in sculpture, 17 
mastaba, 90 
materialism, 39 

materials, of amulets, 26; and arts, 4, 
33 h 37 p 38; Bnd light* 109, 112; and 
sculpture, 73-73,77, 78, 85,96, 108- 
109, 113 

mathematics, and art, 59 
Matisse, Henri, 93; Slace^ 93, 109 


matrix, of sculpture, 50 
matter, and spirit, 39 
Mayan sculpture, 119, 120;. ff. 204 
mechanization, of body, 98; of s^p- 
ture, 98—100 

Medici, Eju-enzo de'^ portrait of (Ver¬ 
rocchio), PL 163 

medieval painting, 49; sculpture ig, 
31, 5^8. 118 

memory, and fonn, 27; image, art and, 
113-141 and sensation, 70; and vi¬ 
sion, 31 

Memphis* functionary and wife from^ 
FL iss; sphinx and pyramid at, FL 4 
Men-kau-Ra, 36 & n; Ft 154 
Meriden, Conn.: Tremaine Coll., PL 211 
Mesopotamia, architecture in* 71 im-- 
pressidns of cylinder seals ^m, P£s. 
38^, j8c; statuette from* Ft a8 
metal, sculpture in^ 73, 109 
metalu^ork* 19, 6iit; surface of, 73 
metaphysics, and form, 36, 3S* 39^ 40, 
44: and space, 56 
metope, of temple, 9 & n 
Meaicoj Gustavo Corona CoIL, PL 137*- 
Miguel Covamibias CoU., Ft 138; 
rock-crystal skulls &nm, 11^; PL 41; 
sculpture from, 76, 112; Fis. 42^ 51^ 

Mexico City: Museo NacionaJ de An- 
tropologia, Ffc. 51, 138* 239, 204 
Michelangelo Buonarroti, 11* i* 3, 4n, 
3an, 44, 61-fe, 63-64, 75, 76* 81, 
82* 86* 116, iza; Dauid, 61-fe* 82; 
Pfc- 36-96; Fietd {Florence), Pis. 
99—101; Pififd (St. Peter^s)^ 119, 
120; Fh . ga, 93; Slaves, 43 £c n; Fb. 
94- 95 

mimeats, in art* 34 
Min (Koptos), PL 29 
mindL state of, and material pattern, 34 
mobiles, 98* 100, 101 
model fs), and liberation of sculpture, 
77-78, 80; from nature, 11, 42 
modeling, 55, 62* 73, 76^7 
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modeiD age, spiritiml conflicts of, 103 
Moholy-Nagy, LiszJ6p 89 Ik 99; 

Vision^ The, xn; quoted, 99-100^ 
SturTTi;, quoted, 8g: Von MfuteHiil %u 
ArchHectur, Sgn 

MoUsac, Abbey of, Samuel Anobiffng 
David, Fi 15b; Romanesque church 
of» 30 p 9Si carved pier of. Pi, 
Christ of the Second Comlngi PL Xf; 
SL Fefer^ FL 174 
monastery* 7 
Mcnet, Claude, 106 
monoliths, S, 9, 38 
monster, Fh 45 

monument, 5-7^ 6 qj a$ abstract sculp- 
time, 9; abstractioa and empathy in, 
10-1 and atcbitectuie, 5-6;; com¬ 
plex, Indian, 6-7^ phallic, 6-7^ 
and sarcophagus, 7^ space on outside 
of, 10; and temple, 7—and temple 
and cathedral, 6,13; unity of* ^4 
Moore, Hemy, x* 41. 42^. 74 “ 75 . 

96, 113^ lii; quoted, ss-3^3; brouze 
standing figure, 41-4^^ Dmihle 
Standing Figure, 114^ Pi, 2og; family 
group, PJ. 203; MfldomM and Child, 
16; Fh. aoo, 201; “Notes on Sculp 
hire," quoted, ii-s, 74; Reclfning 
Figure (1937). 119 . Fl 2 qS; 
Redinir^ Figure (1945)* PJ. 206; 
Heclining Figure Fh 224b; 

screen in Time-life Building, 22-^3; 
FU. jja, lib; Three Standing Fig¬ 
ures, iiG 

Musa {^feuse)^ gilt bronze ewer from, 
PI 

mosaics, ByzantLce, 49 
Moscow, 103 . 

Moses (St. Mary's Abbey), FI. 25 
Moslem architecture, 53 
Motfer and Child (Lipchitz), PI, J99 
motion pictures, 99 
iiKJuntains, sculptured, 7, 38 
movement^ actual, in sculpture, 88, 93^ 
96. 98, 99, loOi of body, 19; by dm- 


pety, 90, 91; for enjoyiiient, 91; for 
expression, 91, 93; in figure^ 90, gi* 
93, 93 J illusion of, in sculpture, 57, 
63, 8S“ia4, 110; and bght, 107-ioS^ 
no; linear;, 94-96* 101^ 103-103; 1“ 
painting, 8S-89; with plane surfaces, 
97-96; by repetition, ^ 90, 98; and 
time, 99 

mud dwelling^, FL 1 
multiplicity, and unity^ g 
Miinz, L^, 30; Plostisdie Arbeiien Bfin* 
der, 30n 

mural paintings, of tombs, 7:, 9 
Murano, glass sculpture made at, 1 li 
Mimay, Margaret Alice, 51; Egyptian 
SciApture, ^6n, 510; quoted* 51-53 
museums, art, 109, 113 
music, 69, 8st and sculpture, rhythms 
in, 95 

mu£ckn, 71 

musCciarki^ CbiDEse terra-cotta, PF 33 
Mylasa, Zem of, 78 
mythology* Creek, 39 

N 

narcissism, in art, 43* 55 
Narcissus legend, 39 
Nativiftj, The (Giovanni Pisano)^ Fh 74 
naturalism, in forms, 10, 34, 36^ 43, 51, 
9 L 93 

nature, and art, 86; divine hi, 58; imita¬ 
tion of, 66; models from, 11, 4a; ob- 
sexvatioo of, 4on; rhythms of, 96; 
unity with, 93 
nave, of basilica, is 
Nayarit, sculpture from, FL 138 
Near East temples of, 8 
neck, elongatido of, 30-31 
necessity, formal^ 16—17 
Negro musician, Hellenistic statuette of» 
FL 90 

Negro sculpture, 30, gS, iii, 118; Fk. 
i64“69 

Neolithic art, 38 
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New Haven* CenD.^ Yale University 
Art Gallery, FL 3J15 
New York: Rotse Fried Gallery, FL 
Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum^ 
Pts, sifir A. J. T* Klaman Collr, 
FL aia; Metropolitan Miiseum of 
Art* 9SJ ^3^* ^737 Museum 

of Modem Art, Ffe. iSB, igi, igs, 
ip®* 199. 307^ 2id^ 2ig; Curt 
Valentin Calleiy* Fls. ^qs.^ 211 
Kiccol6 da Uzsano, so-called portrait of 
(Dppatelljd?},i FL i$B 
niches, for sculpture, 10, 13, 51, S3, 57 j 
60, 6I:* 106 

Nigeria, bronze heads from, iiSj Ffr. 

164 * iGg 

rnhilism, iiS; iu sculpture, S3 
Nike (Paionios)* 55 
Nike of Delos, 55 
Nile Valley, 51 

Nineveh, sculpture fronv FL 64 
nobility* of arts, 3, 4 
Nokhas* FL 63 

Northampton, 16: St Matthew* Church 
of, Pfr. 200^ 201 

Northrop, F. S. C, ed., Ideol^pcd Dif¬ 
ferences and World Order* sfin 
Notre^Dame {Chauvigny)j Adam and 
Eve, FL 14 

number, conception of* 70 
Ntide Descending the Staircase (Du¬ 
champ)* S9 
numinosity, iso 
Nymphenhurg porcelains^ 97i FL 35 

O 

oasis culture, 37”3® 

Oaxaca, sculpture from* FIs. 13S* 239 
objects, bulk of, 46, 69; cull, 34^ 35* 38, 
39. 4ip 43. 7^; "I** 79. 80i light 

and, 105, 113; and tnana, 43; pon¬ 
derability of* 69, 71. 74; in 
tion of, 48-47; space invading, 113; 
touching and handling of* 49» 
dimensionality of, 47* 481 49 


objei ^art, detachment and isolation of, 

S3 

observation, and plasticity* 79 
Old Fisherman (Hellenisdc marble)* 
FL 119 

old man, portrait of {FJorentine)* PL 
r5d 

Olmec culture, sculpture of, FL J37 
optics SOr 1 la 

organic form, 10, 11, i8> 4^ 9 ^ 

Oiieotal sculpture. 31 
omoment, and phy^cal limitatioo, 16— 
17; sculpture as, 14* 18* 23, 24 
omamentaticiii, floral, 37”33 
Ortega y Gasset, Josi, 114; Dekumani- 
zation of Art* The, 1141^ quoted, iiS 
Osiris, sbriie of* PL 6 
odiers; and self* 3^ 
outline, sculpture in, 98 
Outfonee ^une outre mytM^jue (Arp)* 
FL 202 

Oxford: Ashmolean Museum, PL 29 
P 

Padua* Si j sculpture from* Fls. 120* 121 
Paestum, 9 
pagoda, 6-7 

Pain (lS-year^3ld blind boy), FL 370 
painter* 71, 88; and light, 105-106 
painting, abstract, 11; Byzantine, 49; 
cubist, 98, 111; experience* transk- 
tion of, into* 27; expressing states of 
sensibility, 4; futurist* 89* 98; glass, 
19; man in^ 66; medievali 49; move¬ 
ment in, SSr-Sg, 99i as ornament, 14; 
peispective m, 59, €6-67; and po¬ 
etry* 85i I20“i2i: prehistoric* 26 & 
n-27; sculpture vs., 3, 34, 46, 62-63, 
64-66, 68, 70, 77. 85-^. 
space* 46; stained glass* 49; subjects 
of, 2S: surface of, 72; and tactile im- 
agimidco, 48-49; wulL 49 
Paionios, Nike of, 55 
palaces, 17th- and iSth-ecntuiy* 97 
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Pakolithic age* art in, ^ n, 143; Ph. 

s.j^ 4S; burial iii| 7 
PdcnDD: Museo Nazionale* PL 42 
Palmieri* Matteo, portrait of (Hos$eU 
lino)^ PL 262 

palpability* of sculpture, 4% 50* 56, 64. 

74. 75. S6p 87, 116, n7, 118* 12a 
Panatbenaic processiDO (Fartlienon 
frieze), PL i8± 

Panofsky* Erwin, 57; Gothic ArdiUoc- 
iure and Schoiostickmy gBn 
paper, surface quality of* 73 
Paris: Bibliotb^que Nationole, P(, 

Paul CuillauiDe CoU^p PL 37^1/ Lou¬ 
vre* 37 i. m 40. m* liS; Pis. 28* 3% 
55p $1, 85, 94, 95, 119, 253* 

^ 55 * Mos^e de ClujiyT 6ifl; 

Mus^ Bodifi* Pb. 185, 189 
Paris, Sctqol of. Virgin and Chdd^ PL 77 
Paros, amulets from. Pi 310; statuettes 
from* PL 30c 

Parthenon, 8, 78; Dione end Aphrodttc 
of. FI. 184; frieze, 40-41, 55, 90, gg; 
Fb. 46, ifla, 183,18s; metope of, PL 
43s reconstruction of* PL j 
parts* and whole, 70 
PasiteleSp 77 
passions* in art* 121 
patronagCp art* 59 

pattern, matcrieJ, and state of mmd, 34 
pattenip of sculpture, 106^107 
Payne, Humfiy, 118; Arch^ Marble 
Scidpture from the Acropolit, ii.8n 
pedest^* 82, 106 

Pentecost {Church of the Magdalen, 
V^aiday)* Pb. 16, xg 
people, art of, 37 

perception, visual* and sculpture, 27* 
33. S^> 56. 6i-^p 69, 71* 75, 8i, 85^ 
86 . 

perfection, bodily^ 32 
POTgordian sculpture, 34; Pi 26 
Perseus Beheading Medusa (Temple C 
at Sellznis)* PL 42 
personality* of arttst, 58* 59 


penspective* 55, 59. 60, 65* 66-67, Ss 

per^Xp 112 

Petrie, Sir flinders, 52. 

Pm'sner* AntoLne, 101; Ddncer* Ths, 
99; PL 225; Decelopahle Cctumn of 
Victarjf^ 101-102 
phalbcism of rnonumentSp 6 
PhiiadelplJa: Museum of Art* Ff. 194 
phylogieny* 27 
physics* 112; Greek* 57 
Piaget, Jean* 70: Comtroctlon of Realtttf 
in the Child, The, 4611; quotedL 47w; 
Z>ei?etoppein^rtf dee ^fuantiUs ehez 
Venfantf Le, yon; Bepresentation de 
Pespace thez renfani. La, 10311 
Picasso, Pablo, 102, 122; quoted* ison; 
Coek, PL 53; Head of a TVomnfip 
111; PL 191 
picture, stone* 23 
Ffetd {Ehmatello), 68; Pi 202 
Pietd (Gunther)* Pit. 111, 113 

Pieid (Michelangelo)^ Florence, Fb. 
9 S* 100, 101; St. Peter^s, 119, 120; 
Pts. 92* 93 
Plctte, 2611 
pilasters, 13 

pillars^ combined with cave, 9; phallki, 
6; sacred* 8 
pmnacles* 13 

Ptombino, ApoHa of* Pi. 6r 
Pisa: Baptistery, ig; Cathedral* Si; 
Musen avico, Pis. So, Si; Museo 
San Matteo* 15; sculpture from. Pis. 
Bo, 8xa, 81b 

FisanOp Giovanni, ig, So, 96* 12a; An- 
nondation, FL 72; Madonna (ivory), 
81 Nnriuifj;* PL 74; Virgin arui 
Chdd. 81 & n; FL y6; Virgin Maty, 

PL 73 

Pisano* Nicola, 96 

Pisano. Nino, 98; Virgin and Child, Pfs. 
80, S2 

Fistoia, pulpit of Sant* Andrea of, FJs. 
7^-74 

place. Creek concept of* 57 
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plain surfaces, fn arcKitectiire^ nz 
plane surfaces, 71, 87^ 97-98, ill 
plastic, sculptural coustructioris in, 101^ 

T.l± 

plastici^, 79^ 86 
platters, birthdayp 59 
plantyp symbol of, 34 
poet, 71 iiS 
poetry, 85^ and paindngp Sg, 
and romantic age, 4 
Ppgany* Mlle.^ busts of* by Brancusi, 
iioj F£j. 194-^ 
polishing, of sculpture, log, no 
Polykleitos, 77 

ponderability^ of objects, ii, 69^ 71, 74, 
81, 85, 86, 92, 117 

porcelain, figures, 97; PL 35; gk^e^ 110 
porch, of Eomanesque churches, 19-^20 
Portail Royal (Chartres), 57, 116; ?I, 
22 

portrait (s)^ 59; sculpture, 96-97 
pottery^ gl^Qg surface of, 72 

pragmatian, in art, 34, 38 
Frato, Cathedral of, Jlfodcmu and 
CMd of, 8u W. 76 
Praxiteles, Hermes^ 78 
praying figure (Siamese), PI. iSo 
pehistory, art of, 26-^ S4-3S* 50-51; 
Ph. 26, 27, 48 

Prest, Godfrey, head of effigy of Rjchaid 
IJ, PL 156 

priest, Egyptian, bead of, Pf. 247 
primitive races, sculpture of* 30, 34, 41, 
43 

prince, Egyptian, head of, 117-118^ Ptf. 

Prince of Flowers (Mexican sculpture), 
FI 138 

piocessloDS, effect of movemedt in, 89- 

go 

Prodigd Son, The (Rodin), PI. i&g 
Project for a Monitmeni to ihe Third In- 
temationd (TatBn), 102 
Prophets (St. Mar/s Abb^, York), 15; 
PL 24 


proportion. In arcdiitecture, 12; in sculp¬ 
ture, 43 

psychoanalysis, 32n 
psychologic^ types, 71 
psychology, and art, 39, 121 
Ptolemaic sculpture. Pis. 6, 47 
Ptofemy (Arp), frontispiece 
public life, and hoinc life, 37 
pugilist, Greek (Louvre), 40 
pulpits, sculptures for, 81 
putto, 84 

puttn on globe ( Venocclijo), PL gx 

PygmaUoD legend, *9* 3A 
pygmies, art of, 28 
pyramid, 7, 11^ 13, 23. 38^ PL 4 

Q 

qimdrupeiL PL 50 

quantities, “intensive'' and ■extensive," 
70 

Querda, Jacopo dcUa, Madonnu of Hu- 
mdity. Pis. 82, 83 

R 

Rndiu, Faul, African Fdktdes and 
Sculpture, 3cm 
Eajrani Temple, 7; PI. 2 
Rnmpin harseman, ixS; PL 62 
Raphael, Max, Dorische Temple, Per, 
gn 

Ravenna, Byzantine ait oL 
Read, Herb^, Art and the EodtOion of 
Many zgn; Henry Maoret Sadpiure 
and DrawingSy xn, 7411; j£On and 
Ideoy iin, agn, ri8fi 
realism, and art, mn; in prehistoric art, 
a8, 3Si sculpture, 33, 40, gx, 94 
reality, and ait, g. 32, 43, 49, 115, 123; 

and imagination, 115 
Reclining F^ur^ (Moore), dated 1937* 
X19 120; PL 205,* dated x94S. PL 
206; dated 1951, PL 224b 
rectangularity, of Egyptian architec¬ 
ture, 51 
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Red Mmn.: Jalm P. AnderKia 

CdU.. PI 36a 

reflectioii, angles of, 65^ of light, 73, 97, 
99, 105, log, 110, Hi, 11a 
refraction, of Ught, 1 li 
Reims Cathedral^ £pe, PL 23 
relics, in shrines, 711 
relief, importance of, in sculptuxei 7a- 
74 

relief sculptuire, 7, io, ii, 50-51^ 53. 
56, 67, 87, 90, 95-96; and 

ing, 62 

religion (5) r animistic, 7^ end artistic 
form, 38, 41s iliustratiocml purposes 
of, 107; and intention of art, 36; and 
rituals, 10; and sacred images, 8, lO; 
and temples, 7-8; transcendental, 44 
Rembrandt van IU|iJ, 72, 122 
EenBissoDce art, 4; scniptuie, 15, 80, 
61-63, 67-68, 7^ So, 81-^. 94, 95, 
114, il6; theater, 67 
repetition, for illusicn of nLovement, 8g^ 
90,98 

Rewald, John, 10511 

rhi^thm, in scmlpture, 41, 88, 90, gi, 94, 
95> 96,98. 113 

Richard 11, head of effigy of^ PL 158 
Richter, Cisela M. A*, Sct/fpture and 
Sculptors of the Greeks^ quoted, 

55* 77 

Richter, Irma A,, 65^1 
Richter, J. P., 6511 

Riegl, Alois, 11, 54; SpiiiTdmtsche 
Kunstifidustrie, iin; StSfragen^ iin 
Riemenscbneider, Tilman, Salome 

and Zehedee^ FJ!s. 207-109 
Ritchie, Andrew Camuff, Sctiipture of 
the Twentieth Century^ am 
rites, fertility, 26, 29^ magic, 26, 29 
ritual, religious, 10, 38, 43 
Ric^yfp The (Maillol), no; FL j8B 
Rochester, cathedral of, 20 
mefc, temples carved pot of, 7; FL 3; 
tombs, 7 

rock crystal, sculpture in, PL 41 


rococo sculpture, 97, 107 
Rodin, Auguste, ix, i, 64,73. 84> 86-87, 
92, 94, 97 p 109, 122; Age of Rmnse, 
The, Ph 1S7,- Artj 64F1; quoted, 73, 
36; BabaCp head of^ 111;. FL igo; 
Prodigal Son, PI. 189; St. John 
the Baptist, 92, 93, 94, 97; FL 188 
Romanesque architecture, iS-21, 23,^ 
6 ir^ scuiphue, 93 
romantic age^ and poetry^ 4 
Rozne^ 19, 60^ 83, 1x5; Museo Nazio- 
nalo dellc Tcrme, PlSr 128, 129, 244; 
Santa Maria delta Vittoiia, soilpture 
in, 83; FL 118; Santa Maria in Cos- 
mediii, sculpture PL 9; sculpture 

of, FIs. 93-95 j 118, 144; Villa 

Borghese, Pi, ij6 

RoseiikTanzbhiderschaft, sculpture for. 
Pis. 114 ,113 

RosseHinp, Antonio, portrait of Matlco 
Falm^ri, PI. 262/ Virgin with the 
Ljiuglnng Chid, Pfo. 88, 89 
roughness, in sculpture, 97 
round, carving or mrodeling in, 27, 4011, 

51. 81 

Rulmiijnl, FL 63 

Ruskin, John, 12^18, 20. 23-24; Aratra 
Fentdici, quoted, 77; Lectures m 
Art, quoted, 17-X8: Stones of Venice, 
The, quoted, 12-13, M-^Sp 16^17. 
18 

Rtistici, Giovanni Francesco, 118 

a 

sacrifice^ to gods, 8 
Sod Young Mon tu a Tfoifi (Duchamp), 
Sg; PL 39 

sadism, in sculpture, 33 

St. John the Baptist (Rodln)^ 92, 93, 

94.97; H. isa 

St John the Baptist and Saints {Byzan¬ 
tine ivoiy), FL 66 

Stf Mary, Church of (Soiiillac), Jsa- 
iah, 94; FL 173 
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St Miirys Abbey (Yofk)^ 

15; Fi 24; Fl 25 

Sl Peter, Church of (Moissae), 95^ 
carved pier of, Pi. 22; Christ of the 
Second Coming, Fl 27; St. Peter, FL 
^74 

St. Peter^s (Home), Michdangelo^s 
Piefd in, 119; Fls. 93 
Saite sculpture, Fls. 47,^ 593, 59^, 60, 

247. 150* ^ 5 ^ 

Sakkara, sculpture from, 51; Fls. 252, 
^53 

Samothrace, Winged Victory of, 91, 
ID2; Pi. 181 

Ssmtiei Anoinfmg Z]>ai;rd (Abbey of 
Moissac), FL 15b 
Sauchi, yn 

Saucia, Queen, votive relief of (Tino di 
Camaino), Ft. 75 
sandstone, temple of^ PJ. 2 
San Lorenzo (Florence pulpit of, 68; 
Pbr J03-J08 

San Lorenzo Alharradas, sculpture 
from, PI, 238 

San Matteo, Museo (Pisa), 1.5 
Sansovino^ Jacopo {Jacopo Tatti), 118; 

V<?nfis Anodyomene^ Pis. 125-127 
Sant* Andrea Kstoia, pulpit m, FIs. 72- 
74 

Santa Cioce, Chujch of. Virgin of the 
Annunciation in, Pf. 78 
Santa ^fa^a della Vittoria (Borne), Ec^ 
stasy of St. Teresa. 63; Pi. i iS 
Santa Maria in Cosmedin, interior of, 
Pf, 10 

sarcophagus, 7 

Schilder, Paul, Ijnage and Appearance 
of the Human Body, The, quoted, 32 
schist, sculpture in, 37 
scholasticism, 57, 96 
science, and art^ 59, 60 
scribe, seated, Egyptian, Pb. ^52, 153 
Scribe of Cudapon {Mexicao sculp¬ 
ture), Pjf. 139 

sculptor, 71, 3 s^ aims of, 85^ and archi¬ 


tect, 108-109; classic, 42; Egyptian, 
53: Gothk, 57; Greet 77 ^ rt, 78-79; 
and light, 108; modem, 22, 23, 4a, 
^7w 109-120 passim^ primi- 
Wve, 43; problem of, 34, 38; Renais¬ 
sance, 60; Bomanesque, 21, 23; and 
sensation of palpability, 74—75; 
space, 46; tai^e values for, 49 
sculpture^ abstract, 9, 11, 101-102; flcn- 
demio, 82; appreoiatioD of, 50; clas- 
sical, aim of, 4; conceived for moving 
spectator, 101; contemporary^ 16, 
2 i- 24 r 41^42. 92, 93, 97, 109-15, 

119, 120, 122; degeneration of, 82, 
87, 92; distinguished from painting, 
70; emandpation of, from architec¬ 
ture, 57-68, 80—82; emotional ap¬ 
peal of, 42; evolution of, 5, 33, 47, 
50; frameviiork for, 56, 57; handilug 
of, 50; imprisonment of, 56^57; in¬ 
dependence of, ix-x, 5; intimate 
style in, 37, 38; as means of estab¬ 
lishing existence, 29; miniature, 6in, 
64, 76, 80, 81, 97; negative, art of, 
114; painterly conception of, 62-6S, 
S2-85, 118; portable^ 76; as process 
of reproductfon, 26-27; reduction in 
scale oL 76^ subject matter of, 25; 
touchstones of, 117-20 
seals, cylinder, 89-90; impressions 
from, Pis. 38^, 38c 
Segestd, temple at, 9; Fl. 9 
sdecticHi, and notion of objects, 46 
Selene, horse of chariot of, Fl. 46 
self, idea of, 29, 31-32; others and, 32; 

r&creation ofj SS 
self-expression, ait as, 58 
self-satisfaction, symbol of, 40 
self-sufficiency, symbol of, 40 
Selinus, temple of, metope of, Fl. 42 
sensations, and ait, 70, 116; haptic, 30— 
31, 42, 66, 8s, 94, 116; and imngina- 
tioD, 71; and notion of space, 47; and 
sculpture, 27, 29. 31, 42, 48, 69-70, 
71-72, 85-^7; tactile vs. visual, 70 
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sensibility^ zmd intellect, 4%-^ and reality^ 
122 

sentifnentalkan^ 49 
serenityp in art, 122 
servant statues^ Egyptutn, 54, 76 
SettigzmDo, Desidedo fge E^esiderio 
da Settigtiaiio 

sex organs, fnoounieDts in shape of^ 6 
sexual instincts, and body image, 3a 
shade, and light, 65, 68, 83^ 87* 100, 
105* 106, 107, 108, 109, no, 3^14 
Shang Dynasty sculpture, Pf- 45 
shape, and idea, 4—5, 47^; and matedal, 
and sculpture^ 27, 50, 74-75t 
surface and, 75 
sheetmetal^ mobiles of, 100 
She-Wolf Nourishing AoTnufu^ end 
Remus, from Siena, PL 49 
shrines, 6, jn- FL 6 
Siam^ Sculpture of, FL j 3 o 
Sicily, metope of temple on, Pf, 44^ tem¬ 
ple on, PL g 

Siena^ sculpture from, Fh. 49, 71 
sight, and ait, 116; and image of man, 
29* 30; and sculpture, 30. 31, 8Ss 
and apace, 47 

sight-spacet 47, 69: painting as art of, 
48 

Signoria, Falazzo della, 62 
siinplification, tn sculpttire, 15-18, 119 
sites, for statues, 61— 
size, of ob]«ts, 47; representation of, 27 
slcjH, human, evolution of, 33; expres¬ 
sion of, 58; and inteoHon, 33-34 
skulls, rock-crystal, 112^ Fl. 41 
Slcyros, statuettes from, Ff. goa 
Sloee (Matisse), 93, 109 
Slaves (M£cheiaugeIo)j 43 & Fb. 94, 
95 

smell, 69 

Smith, William Stevenson, Histoiy of 
Egyptian Sculpture and Painting, A, 
11711 

smoothness^ and sculpture, 72-73, 97 
social aspect of ait, 34 


society, and artist^ 34^ economic struc¬ 
ture of, 39; and form, 38; moral val¬ 
ues ofj 44; spirit of, 93, 115 
Society of German Sculptors, 44 
Soldier ioith a Fdeon (Japanese scidp- 
ture), FL 135 

solidity, and sculpture, 27, 50 
somatic sensatinns, 117 
sophistication^ of art, 44 
SouiUae, Church of St^ Mary of, Isaiah,, 

94: ^75 

sound, 69 

Southwell Cathedral, FL 13 
space, construction of, 46-47 A n," dis¬ 
covery of, 46-48; and Eg>'ptian 
sculpture, 53—54^ fear of, 38; Gr^k 
concept of, 54, 37; and Greet sculp¬ 
ture, S4-5S* invading object, 113; 
leaping Into^ motif of, 91; mass la, 71; 
and medieval architect, 56-57; meta¬ 
physical unplications of, 54, 56, L03; 
mobiles and, 100; movement In, see 
movement; on outside of monuments, 
10; and pointiiig, 46; perception, 47“ 
48, 10;^ perspective and, 67; and 
sculpture, 27, 38, 46-68; shjmess, 54; 
sight-, 47* 48, 6g; symbolisin, 11 & 
n-12 & n; and time, art based on, 98; 
touch-, 47, 48, 69 

Spain, Faleolitbic art in, 26n; Eoman- 
esque architecture in, 19 
spear, hurling of, motif of, 91 
spectator, moving sculpture for, 101 
sphinx, it Memphis, PL 4 
Spiral Theme (Gabo)! FL 219 
spirit, and matter, 4, 39; and shape, 5; 
and society, 93, 115; and symbols, 
120 

stained gloss, 49 

Stammel, Josef ThaddiSys, Figure Si^- 
bdizing Fear, FL 110 
state, totaiitaiian values of, 44 
statue (s), disnieiDbennent of, 41; 
Egyptian. 51, 54, 76; eight sides of, 
63; equestrian, 82; free-standing, 60- 
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fii, 81-83; Gothic, 95; Cr^k, 78-79; 
ivory^ 96- lightiog of, 109; niches and 
pedestals for^ loG; sites for, 61-63.^ 
white marblep 73 

stahiettesp Cydadic, 31,35^ 36fi, 38,41, 
44; Fls. 300, 3ob^ 30c; Mesopota- 
miaUp FL 48; prehistoric^ aS; Fh. 38, 
47^ votive, Egyp^p ?&. 

6 b 

steadte, amulets of, 46 
stelCp Hegesq, 55 
still life; sculpture of^ 45 
Stokes, Adriii, Michebmgelo, a Study 
in tJte Nature of Art, 40, 34 fi>" Quattro 
Cenio^ The^ quoted^ 83^ 
slone(e), ammatfon of, ii; first aJtais^ 
8; mottled or striated, 73; used in 
Egyptian architecture, 54n 
StosSp Veit, Virgin and Chitd^ PL 178 
Stresses^ invisible, 103 
stretching, sensation of, 30, 31 
stupa, jn 

style, art, 37 - 8 S> 39i S^; and environ- 
m«ot> 5^-58 

stylizatLon, in sculpture, 35 
subjectivity, in architecture, iij in art; 

79; in sculpture, 4 
Sumerian art, 89; Pi 28 
SuminersDn, John, 81; llea^:enly Man¬ 
sions and Ofher Essays on Archiiec- 
iure, quoted, 61 n 

Sung Dynasty, sculpture of, Fl 171 
sunlight, and haroque architecture, 
107—loS 

supernatural, 43; in sculpture, 38 
superreality, and art, 49 
support, to day figures, 51 
siiiface, 69-70; coherence of, sculpture 
as, 63; and depth, 53, 73-74. 85: 
fiexure of, 17; freedom of, 96; and 
mass, 771 of pamtmgs, 74; of paper, 
74; pattern, 106-X07; plane, 74 ; 
quohties, 74; reflection of, log-io; 
and shape, 75; tactile quality of, 71 


Susa, impression from cylinder seal 
from, FL 30^ 

swaUoAsing, sensation of, 30, 31 
Sweeney, J. J., Afrkan Fotkt^es and 
Sculpture, 3un; Ajfrican Negrv Art^ 
3111^ Three Lectures on Modem Art, 
ii 4 n 

sword, hrandMiing of, ia sculpture, 91 
symbolism, space^ 11 & 11-14 & n 
symbols, artist'^ S3-^. 120; creatian 
of. 5, 35 p 1^5? of fertility, 34, 35, 38, 
119, 143; of plenty, 34; of self- 
sufficiency, 40 
Syria* Byzantmo ait of, 19 

T 

tablet* |ade, Ph 40 
tactile imagination, 48-49 
tactile sensatioTis, 69-70* 71* 85, 86* 94* 
116-17* 

tactile types, 71 

Tanagia figurines, 76; FL 32 

Tang Dynasty sculpture* 76; Pis. 33^ 

177 

taste, and notion of objects, 47, 69 
Tale, Allen, 117 

TatUD, Project for a Monument to the 
Third International^ loa 
taxation, 144 
tedmjcs, 60 
tectonics, 10 

Tello, impressioii from cylinder seal 
from* PL 38*? 

temple(s), xi, 6. 7; cave, 7; Doric, 8, 9 
& n, 11* 14 ; Greek, 8-14, 19, 24, 101; 
Pb. 7, 9, 20; Indian, 7, 9; Fk. 2, 3; 
Ionic, 11, 14 ; Jewish, 8; merging of 
tomb with* g; origin of, 7-8 
Tenea, Apdio of, 40*^ 55 
tension, invisible^ 103; muscular, 29, 30, 

91 

Teodhuacin, sculpture from, FL 141 
terror^ images of, 115 
Texooco, s^pture hem, Pl. 140 
textiles, surface of, 74 
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texture^ dl sculpture^ 50^ 6S 
Thalassa, PL 284 
theater^ EeDai^saoce, 67 
thouglltp Eind 10 

Three Standing Figures (Moore), 116 
time, and movement, gg; and space, art 
based on, gB 

Time-Life Building (London)^ 2.i-a3; 

Fk. lid, 11b, i24h 
tin, sculptural constructions of^ to± 
Tino dl Camaino, Si,. 118-119; Ciiorify, 
ii8“119; FI 79; Virgin ef the An- 
nunddt^n, FL 78; votive relief of 
Queen Sancia., FL 75 
Tol^o: Seigyo Matsubara CoH.^ J’J. 135 
Toltec sculpture, FI, 141 
tombs, 7; decoration of, 7, 9; figurines 
for, 76; merging of temple with, g; re¬ 
lief sculpture in, 90; sculptures for^ 3x 
tools, aod arts, 4 
Torso (Gaudier-Brzeska) f fL rgj 
totalitarianism, 44 
totems, 43 

touch, and art, 116; and notion of ob¬ 
jects, 47; and sculpture, ag, 31, 
49-So, 69, 8S 

touch-spacei 47^ 69; sculpture as ait of^ 
48 

towers, 13 

tracery, 107 

transcendence, 44 

transluccncy, ii£ 

transparency, 65, iil 

Treves, Marco, Artists tm Art, 6^, ggn 

triangular motifs 3S41 

tribal art* 41 

tridimensionality, 27,34,46,49, 50, 53- 
S4* 103 

truth, and art, i^i, 122 

Tnc d^Audoubertj bison fronL, go; Fi, 48 

turrets, 11 

tympanum^ ccurved, 19, 20, 21^ 95; of 
St Peter's at Moissac, 95; of V^lay* 
95 

typeSp psychological, 71 


V 

Uccello, Paolo (Paolo di Dono), gg 
ugliness, 32 

Ukraine^ prehistoric sculpture of^ 28 
unqonsdoiis, collective, 120 
unity, and multipUdtyi g 
universality, of lif< ^ 
universe, man and, 122-123 
unknown and known, in art, 88 
Unknown Political Prisooer, project for 
a moniuneEit to the (Butler), FL 212 
utensils, small, art of, 37 
Uxpanapan^ sculpture from. Pi J57 

V 

Valeutineir, W. B,, Origfns of Modem 
Sculpture^ Xfi; Tmo S Camaino^ 
8in, iiSn 

values, of art, 44-45> I2i-i22j human, 
44 . 45 

Varchij Benedetto, 3, 62 
Vdrfdfion No. 7: FiJi Mcwn (Uppold), 
FL si8 

vastness^ erpenjenca of, 46 
vault, 13 

Vecchio* Falaso, 61 
Venice, architecture of, 13; ColJeonl 
statue of, 81-82; FL 5; DucaJ Palace 
Fd 2 < 5 / Mfffi, PLi^b: Peggy Cuggen- 
hebn CoIi.» Pis. 39* 1^7; sculpture 
from, Ffo. 135-^7 

Venturi, Adolfo, CioGonni Fj^no, Sin 
Venus Arndyomem (Sansovino), Pis. 
J35-27 

Venus de MSo^ 40, 42 
Venm, of Laussel, 34, 33, go; FI afi; of 
Willendorf, 2S, 34; PL 27 
Vera Cfuz, sculpture from, PL 137 
Vermeer, Jan, 72 

Verrocebjo, Andrea del, 82; CoUeoni 
statue, 81-82; PL s; portrait of a 
lady, FL iBi; portrait of Lorenzo de^ 
Medici, FI idj; pntto on globe, FI 

92 
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Versailles; gy; marbb iiy 

vessel^ ceremooiftl^ Chinese^ 76^ 44, 

4 S 

V^^layp RooLmesque cbuieh of^ ao, 95; 

tympanum of^ Fb* 16, 19 
Vicioria and Albeit Museum (London 
68, 96; $ee dso LdudDU 
Victory of Samothrace. Wmged 
Victory 

Vienna: Naturhlstoriscbes Museum, Fi 

Vmc4 Leonardo du^ see Leonardo da 
Vind 

Virgin and Child (Auvergne)» QSi FL 
^73 

Virgin and Child (B>7:antine ivicny)^ Pi. 

175 

Virgin and Child (Giovanni Pisano)^ 
81 & fK Pi. 76 

Virgin and Child (Nino Pisano)» Flf. 
80^ Bi 

Virgin and Chdd (School of Paris)i Pi. 
77 

Virgin and ChSd (Stoss), Pi. J7S 
Virgin and Child (York Minster)» 94-^ 
95: Fi 172 

Virgin of ike Annundofion (Tino di 

Camainq)^ FL 78 

Virgin tdiA the Laughing ChSd (Bos- 
selUno}^ Pis. 88^ 8g 
Virgin Mary (Giovaimi Pisaiw)^ Fl 73 
Virtue Overcoming Vice (CeUmi), P£j. 
222-24 

virtuoso, artist as, 33 
visian, assodations and, 31; coloring of, 
31; desires and, 31^1; field nf, 47^ 
and image of body, 30-33; memory 
and» 31; and of the work of 

art, 71 

vision, line of, 15 
visual types, 71 

vitality, in art, 121, 122: and dignity, 
44: in sculpture, 36, 94, 118 
void, and mass, varLadons of, 113 
volume, 70; and sculpture, ir, 27 j 46, 


50* fig. 71--72, 73-75, 76, 84, 97,9&, 

117 

votive statuettes, Egyptian, 54; Pif* 
59^ 5Bh 

W 

wall, carvings^ 23; surfaces, 13, 21, 22 
war, 13, 122 

Waregga tribe (Belgian Congo), wood 
figure of, 30; FL jBb 
Washingtons Freer Gallery, Fb, 34, 44^ 
45j 5<^j ^yfip ^77^ National Gallery, 
Fb. 6, 47^ 49 ^ 57-fio. 70i 75. ^2-^5, 
127, 220-27^ J40, 241, ^47-SiM 
i5o, 163, 187, iga 
wa£, modeling in, 76, 3o 
weight, 70; and sculpture, 27^ 29, 69 
Wed, Simone, Grouify nnd Groce, 
quoted, 100-101 

Wei2sacber^ F. von. History of Na¬ 
ture, The^ quoted, 54 
Westminster Abbey, sculpture in, Pb. 
^56. i57 

Weyam, Bavaria^ sculpture of, Plr. 114, 
iJS 

whalebone, relief carved in, 96^ Fb. 
67-6g 

whole, and parts, 70 
wholeness of being, and art, Ss 
WiUendorf Ventis^ 28, 34; PI". 27 
"ulil-to-form,'' 38, 42 
Winckelmaon, Johann Joachim, izo, 
121 

Winged Vietoiy of Saiziothrace, 91, 
102; Fi 181 

wire sculpture, 102, 113 
Wdlffiin, Heinrich, Classic Art, quoted, 
43n, Si-63; Pritwipies of Art Histaty, 
quoted, 107-108 

woman with lotus blossom (Egyptian), 

Pf. 65 

WofTiCfl Beading (Dalou), PL 234 
Woman Standing (Butler), PL 210 
womb, hand over, motif of, 34, 35 


151 




WDod^ amulets of* carvings Egyp¬ 

tian* 37^ carvings modena* iO£^ sculp¬ 
ture, 73 

world, art as plastic oognitba of, 83; ei- 
temal, and image of man* Creek 
concept oF^ S4; and Imagination, 115; 
and spirit* 93 

Worrmger, Wdhekn, 5^0* 54, 941 Ab- 
fi^faction and Emp<Uhy, 360* 94; 
quoted, 10—iij Egifptian Art* 3611; 
quoted, 37i 3®. 53 

Wrerf/er, Tfte (Mexican sculpture)* Fl- 

237 

wrinlding, of fece* 31 

York: St. Mary's Abbey, Sguics from* 
J5: FIs. a^p a5: Yorkshire Museum* 
i5i Ffe. 34* 35 


York Minster, Virgin atid ChUd of, 94- 
9SJ FL 173 

Yorkshire Museum (York)^ 15- see also 
York 

Yoruba* portrait of a, FL 164 
Young Clirist with St^ John the Baptist 
{De^iderio da Seltignaiio)* 67^ FL 70 
Youlft impEonng (17-year-old blind 

boy)i Fl 383 
z 

Zapotec culture, sculpture of. Pis. 138* 
^39 

Zeus of Mylasa, 78 

Zimmer, Heinddli^ The Art of Indian 
Asia, quoted* 711 

Zuricli: fbetberg Museum, Fk. 33, 54, 
171, ido* 224a 
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